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FOREWORD 


The first volume of Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, viz. the Kavyamimamsa 
of RajaSekhara, was published in 1916, and after that, more than 150 Volumes 
are published in the Series, and a number of others are in the Press or under 
preparation. Meanwhile many works published earlier have gone out of 
print, and it was necessary to reprint as many of them as possible. It has, now, 
become possible to reprint at least a few such texts with the help rendered by 
the Ministry of Education, Government of India, under their scheme to re- 
publish out of print Sanskrit works. 

The Nyayapravesa, Pt. I ( Sanskrit Text ), ascribed to famous logician 
Difmaga by some scholars and to his pupil Sankarasvamin by others, is one of 
the works selected for reprint under the scheme. It was edited by Acharya 
Anandshankar B. Dhruva, and was published in 1930 as no. 38 of the Gaekwad’s 
Oriental Series. ( It may be noted here that the Nyayapravesa, Pt. IT, 
containing a Tibetan translation of Sanskrit Text, edited by Pt. Vidhuse- 
khara Bhattacharyya, was published in 1927, as G.O.S. no 39. ) This is an 
important text of Buddhist logic, all the more remarkable because it was 
published along with a commentary by famous Jaina scholar, Haribhadrasuri. 
The learned editor, Acharya Dhruva, has added his own Notes in English. 
I trust that the reprint of this text will be welcomed by the students of 
ancient Indian philosophical literature in general and those of Buddhist logic 
in particular. 

I take this opportunity to thank the Ministry of Education, Government 
of India, for giving generous financial aid towards the publication of this Volume. 


B. J. Sandesara 
Director 

Oriental Institute, ' — - 

Baroda, 

August 31, 1968 



INTRODUCTION, 


I The Author of the Nyaya-praves’a. 

When nearly ten years ago my lamented friend and pupil, Mr. C. D. 
Dalai, asked me to undertake some publication for the G. 0. §., and on 
my consenting to do so wanted me to choose beween Tattmsamgraha and 
* Dihnaga’s Nyayapraves’a / my choice fell upon the latter. A Tibetan 
version of the work had been noticed by Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana in 
his ‘History of Mediaeval Indian Logic/ but its Sankrit original, he thought, 
“was lost”, and therefore the discovery of the Sanskrit Mss was expected to be 
hailed as a valuable find. Moreover, Dihnaga, to whom the work was attri- 
buted, was one of the greatest figures in the history of Buddhist philosophy, 
and consequently in editing his work, I imagined I would be bringing to 
light the next great milestone in the history of Buddhist logic in the journey 
backwards from Dharmakirti, to whose work I was introduced in 1890 in 
Dr. Peterson’s room in the Elphinstone College, Bombay, when that scholar 
was engaged in editing DharmaMrti’s Nyayabindu with Dharmottara’s 
Tika. Furthermore, I had a lurking hope that the Tibetan version might turn 
out to be a mere summary, in which case this new find might very well 
prove to be ' a peak of Darien ’ revealing a vast stretch of some new land of 
philosophical thought. 

On looking into the Mss I was not a little disappointed. The 
Sanskrit text was found to be the exact original of the Tibetan version 
which had been translated into English by Dr. YidyabhSsana ; and so far 
although a valuable find, it made no addition to our knowledge of Buddhist 
logic. Moreover, to my great surprise I saw that in the Mss the name of 
Dihnaga was nowhere given as the author of the Nyayapraves’a ! A 
gleam of hope that I might still be able to show that the work was Dihnaga’s 
burst upon me when I read the word * ’ in the concluding verse. 

But my faith in the surmise that this might be suggestive of Dihnaga’s 
authorthip was very much shaken when I found that the Sanskrit 
commentator of the work —although usually Sanskrit commentators are very 
keen-sighted and speculative in this respect — saw no such suggestion even 
though he had referred, just a line before, to Pramanasamuccaya which is q 
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wellknown work of Dinnaga ? s. I had, therefore, to turn for evidence to 
those famous works of Indian Logic which contain direct or indirect 
references to Dinnaga, viz., the Nyayabindu and its Tika, the 
Nyayavarfcika and its Tika, and the Slokavartika and its Tika. In the 
years which have elapsed since then, the results of my investigation have 
been largely anticipated by scholars who have worked upon these and 
other materials with the help of the Tibetan version. This was only 
natural. The Mss which could have been easily put into print in less 
than two years had been lying with me for ten, and although this was 
mainly due to causes beyond my control it was impossible to expect that 
the tide of research should wait for the personal convenience of any man. 
Today, therefore, my task consists merely of holding the scales even 
between two contending parties and exercising the privilege of a judge in 
criticising the evidence of both. 

On the question*— Who is the author of the hFyayapraves’aF-scholars 
are ranged in two groups, which may be termed the Tibetan school and 
the Chinese school in accordance with the source of the evidence on 
which they rely. Dr. Satisehandra Yidyabhfisana, Pandit Yidhushekhara 
Bhattacharya and Dr. Keith ( the last somewhat cautiously ) belong to the 
former ; Prof. Ui, Sugiura, Tucci, Tubianski and Mironov to the latter. 
The first group depending upon Tibetan evidence regard the Ny2ya- 
praves 5 a as a work Dinnaga’s, while the second on the strength of Chinese 
evidence attribute it to S’ankarasvamin, a disciple of Dinnaga. 

Some years ago, as a result of his study of the Tibetan Mss 
Dr. Satisehandra Yidyabhusana mentioned the Nyayapraves’a as a work 
on Logic by Dinnaga, and the Sanskrit text which is now being published 
was found to agree so completely with the Tibetan version as translated 
into English by Dr. Yidyabhusana that Mr. Dalai, who had acquired the 
Mss of the Sanskrit text for the Baroda State, was also led to believe 
that the work was Dinnaga’s. This prima facie view has been sub" 
sequently supported with considerable external and internal evidence 
by Pandit Yidhushekhara Bhattacharya in the Introduction to his Tibetan 
edition of the work recently published as “ Nyayapraves'a Part II ” in the 
Gr. 0. S. His evidence is as follows 
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( 1) T 1 says “fra flff^Rft&TOra: t; and so reads T*: sraro- 

sm rrs¥t1 m ^RRi^rera: #£m” i 

(2) Commenting upon the introductory verse of his Pramana- 
samuccaya which contains the lines 

$£<ara %r^ sgTiraq’ n ” 

(a) Dihnaga says in his vrtti “ ) 

f%S5JTl%R SRFTCig^R QTI^sgsai: \\ ” 

( b ) Again, Jinendrabuddhi, commenting on the same in his Yis’ala- 
malavati, says: — i swwrai^if •RRgRTif- 
( stfsrarara; i ” 

(c) And - the same writer says a little further on: c<r RR=tRT 

RRgRTTf : ( =RRS£RIIT5[ : ) I cRITf I cR 'RRS? 

$^rqterara ; strstcssfi^ > (N*. Pr Skt. p. 7, 1, 13) i 

ci5Ri^R^n%raRq i ” 

Note— Pandit Yidhushekhara equates 4 *RR§R’ with 4 RRiR$i’ in the 
above extracts on the strength of a note in the colophon of T 2 (pp. 28-29^ 
that “in a Chinese book it is seen as Nyayapraves’a while in Tibet it i s 
now known as Nyayadvara 

This equation however, does not seem justified. For, as pointed 
out by Dr. Tucci, “in the colophon to the Nyayapraves’a, translated into 
Tibetan from the Chinese (Cordier, iii, p. 436), it is already said that this 
work must not be identified with the Nyayamukha [ Dr. Tueci’s reading 
for Nyayadvara] which is quoted in the commentary on the Pramana- 
(samuccaya).”. The note in the colophon of T 2 to which Pandit Yidhushe- 
khara refers should, therefore, be explained in some such way as this, that 
the Tibetans had not seen either the Nyayadvara or the Nyayapraves’a, and 
had heard only of the former, and consequently when they saw 
Nyayapraves’a they thought that it was the same as Nyayadvara. 

(3) There are references to Dinnaga’s logical tenets in Kumarila’s 
S’lokavartika some of which are traceable, almost verbatim, to 
the Nyayapraves’a, a few of these being expressly attributed 
to Dinnaga by Parthasarathimis’ra, the commentator of the 
S’lokavartika. These are as follows : — 

(a) srf| sn™r RRiRirora — S’l-vart (Anu-P, 60) 

i sisraqrara z frfo— Parthasarathi® 
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Now compare the illustration of in the Nyayapraves’a: 

w mm- |Rr 

(b) q*§^Rfr| w srraf: $r qwr 3R^[ jr— Sl-vart (Anu-P, 63a) 

Compare m Wen 3* qwr% (N. Pr P.2, 11 17/18). 

Note — The commentator of the Slokavartika does not say that 
the passage the Sl-vart is taken from or found in any of the 
works of Dihnaga. 

(c) qt twin i 

s RRlr i si-vart (Anu-P, 64b, 65 a) 

Compare 3RTT *f =^> — found in Ch and T 2 of the N. Pr., but 
not in T 1 or the Skt. text where the illustration is 

1 '“cS^PJ.Rh'^ ” . 

(d) The last illustration 1 — etc. 1 — occurs in Parthasarathi- 
misTa’s commentary with the only difference that is omitted, 
which makes no difference in sense. This is given in the 
Nyayapraves’a as an illustration of 

Note. 1 — In Parthasarathi’s commentary it is introduced with 
the words sfifaPEt” and is regarded as a 

case of c 3Tiuw<T , and not as it i s 

called there) as supposed by Pandit Vidhushekhara. Th e 
learned scholar seems to have been misled by the printing in 
the Chowkhamba edition of the Commentary on the Sloka- 
vartika where the passage on ‘ BfFUTsrisr ; beginning with ^ g 
etc.” has been mixed up with the paragraph on 

(e) «^n^RT%cj; S’l-vart (Anu-P, 105 a) 

Compare ( bttw omitted in T 2 

N. Pr.) which is given as an illustration of '^WiqF%rctcrcrsR 
( a variety of ) in the Nyayapraves’a. 

Of these, as pointed out by Dr. Tucci, (a) and (c) are found also in the 
Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukha as it is called by Dr. Tucci), and so drop out of 
the argument altogether; (b), (d) and (e) occur in the Nyayapraves’a but not 
in the Nyayadvara, which, however, does not prove that they have been drawn 
from the Nyayapraves’a. The name of the fallacy of. (b) occurs in the Nyaya- 
dvara (=Nyayamukha of Tucci) though not the illustration, which 
although found in the Nyayapraves’a need not have been drawn from it, 
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As regards (d) it is given by Parthasarathi as an illustration of srwffflss 
and consequently it is certain that it is not taken from the Nyayapraves'a 
where is illustrated quite differently, and the example under 

discussion is called Lastly, (e) is a well-known argument of the 

Sarhkhya. In regard to this Dr. Tucci says : “ The example was not 

invented by Dihnaga, who rather took it from the Samkhya-Karika 17. ’ 
He has, however, missed the point. In the Samkhya-Karika it is not 
given as a fallacy, but as a valid argument. As a fallacy it is given in 
the Nyayapraves’a, and so also in the STokavartika. Pandit Yidhusekhara 
could therefore argue that the latter had borrowed it from the Hyaprave’sa 
and not from the SamkhyaKarika. The argument however, cannot 
establish the main thesis. For, assuming for a moment that the author of 
the STokavartika has borrowed the illustration from the Hyayaprave3 5 a 5 
how does it follow that Dinnaga is the author of the Nyayapravas’a ? As a 
matter of fact the assumption too is unwarranted. For, on a subject like 
the existence and nature of 3TR?R the Buddhist could not have been 
the only critic of the Samkhyas, and consequently the Samkhya-Karika 
under consideration must have been criticised in several non-Buddhist as 
well as Buddhist works. 

To sum up. Two conditions would be necessary to justify the 
conclusion that Dinnaga is the author of the Hyayapraves 5 a; 1st, that a 
certain passage occurs iu the Nyayapraves’a only; and 2ndly, that it has 
been attributed to Dihnaga. The only passage which has been connected 
with Dihnaga by Parthas&rathimis’ra is Ho 2 (a), but it occurs also in the 
Nyayadvara (=Hyayamukha) and thus breaks down as an argument to 
prove Dihnaga 5 s authorship of the Hyayapraves’a. 

Against this, the Chinese school stands for S’ankarasvamin’s 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a, which according to Sugiura was “intended 
to be an introduction to Diima’ [Dihnaga’s] work. 55 Prof. Ui. after laying 
bare the confusion in Dr. Vidyabhu?axia 5 s treatment of certain numbers in 
Nanjio’s Catalogue concludes : “ The ascription of the Nyayapraves’a t 0 
Dignaga is not correct. ,5 But the most detailed criticism of the Dinnaga 
theory has been put forward by Mr. Tubianski, who contends that “the Kyaya- 
praves’a was not the work of Dihnaga. 55 He compares the Hyayapraves’a 
with the Nyayadvara which is unquestionably a work of Dinnaga’s, and as 
a result he finds * 

(1) That the Nyayapraves’a has some fallacies in the list of 
which are not found in the Nyayadvara. 


u 
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(2) The ^nsflss, fourteen in number as enumerated in the 
^yayadvara and " the Pramapasamuccsya, are not found in 
the Nyayapraves’a. 

(3) The terminology of the Nyayapraves’a is more lucid than that 
of Dihnaga’s works. 

(4) Dharmakirti, the author of the Nyayabindu and known as a 

Vartikakara of Dinnaga, uses the term instead of 

of Nyayapraves’a. 

From these data Mr. Tubianski concludes that the Nyayapraves’a 
is not a work of Diiinaga. 

Reviewing these arguments, Dr. Keith thinks that none 
of them is conclusive, the discrepancies between the Nyayadvara 
and the Nyayapraves’a being such as can be satisfactorily accounted 
for on the hypothesis that the Nyayapraves’a was later than the Nyaya- 
dvara. Though both of them were works of the same author 
Thus, in the Nyayapraves’a Dinnaga, as a result of further 
cogitation, has discovered more types of 'wrora than he had done before ; 
and, if he has dropped the fourteen in the Nyayapraves’a, it is 

because he has seen no valid ground for continuing the Brahmanicai 
tradition of ^fiefs’ ( the equivalent of in Brahmana Logic ) which he 

had followed in his earlier works j that the Nyayapraves’a is written in a 
more lucid style than the Nyayadvara only proves that it is a later, and 
therefore more polished, work than the Nyayadvara. Mr. Keith, however, 
whiLe thus disposing of Mr. Tubianski’s argument against Dinnaga’s 
authorship of the Nyayapraves’a, differs from Pandit Yidhushekhara in 
so far as the latter regards the Nyayadvara to be the same as Nyaya- 
praves’a according to a Tibetan tradition. “ There is no real doubt, ” says 
Mr. Keith, “that the Nyayadvara {not to be identified with the Nyayapraves'a) 
was used in the Pramanasamuccaya, and the definition [ of ] was 
taken thence. ” At the same time he suggests that the word f * of 
in * * in the Pramanasamuccaya- V rtti of 

Dinnaga and elsewhere may well include and thus not exclude the 

possibility of the Nyayapraves’a being one of the works composed by Dinnaga, 
This position of Mr. Keith, however, destroys the value of Pandit 
Yidhushekhara Bhattacharya’s ground No. 1. 

Dealing with the other grounds of Pandit Yidhushekhara, which 
consist of certain supposed references to the Nyayapraves’a in Kumarila’s 



S'iokavartika and Parthasarathimis’ra’s commentary thereon, Keith says 
that the references " are not conclusive evidence in the absence of any 
definite mention of that text [ Nyayapraves’a ] and of any proof that the 
doctrines cited are not found in other parts of the writings of Dignaga. ’ 
This is just that weak link in the chain of Pandit Vidhushekhara’s argument 
No. 2 which I have pointed out above (seep. ix). Mr. Keith concludes this 
part of his article with the characteristic remark “It appears to me, therefore, 
that from the evidence adduced by Mr. Yidhushekhara Bhattacharya and 
Mr. Tubianski alike no certain conclusion can be drawn. ” The external 
evidence which Mr. Tubianski has adduced to support his denial of Dinnaga’s 
authorship of the Nyayapraves’a is that the Chinese who know of both 
the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves’a and who have made the Nyaya- 
praves’a the basis of their logical studies bad evidently f larger materials 
for ascription ’ than the Tibetans, and they have ascribed the latter to 
S’ankarasvamin and not to Dinnaga, although they know of both. 

With all the arguments of Pt. Yidhushekhara, with the exception 
of No. 1., thus removed from the field, and those of Mr. Tubianski shown 
to be inconclusive, the whole controversy reduces itself to a conflict 
between two traditions— the Tibetan and the Chinese. As against, 
Tubianski’s plea of the greater reliability of the Chinese tradition in view of 
the Nyayapraves’a being a work of special study in China, Mr. Keith observes 
that, as pointed out by Pt. Yidhushekhara Bhattacharya, one of the two Tibetan 
versions (T 2 ) was based on the Chinese version and this fact reduces mate- 
rially the strength of the arguement from the Chinese tradition. As Pt. 
Yidhushekhara cautiously observes “at least at the time of the translation 
(T 2 from Chinese into Tibetan) S’ankarasvamin as the author of the work 
was unknown not only in Tibet but also in China”. The strength of the 
Chinese tradition in favour of S’ankarasvamin’ s authorship is still further 
reduced if we accept Pt. Yidhushekhara’s argument that No. 4 of Itsing’s list 
of Dinnaga’s works is to be identified with the Nyayapraves’a. Tubianski 
thinks that Itsing’s 1st of Dinnaga’s works contains nothing that can be 
identified with the Nyayapraves’a. “But”, observes Mr. Keith, “that 
is hardly the case, No 4 of Itsing’slist [TheS’astra on the Gate of the Cause’’] 
appears to be the Hetudvaras’astra or Hetudvara “and he refuses to accept 
Tubianski s objection that “it cannot aswer to Nyayapraves'a, as the last does 
not treat exclusively of ketu. ” On the contrary, he sees “ decidedly more 
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validity in Mr. Yidhushekhara Bhattacharya’s view that ^HetudvSra and 
Nyayadvara (equivalent to Nyayapreves’a) mean the same thing.” I am unable 
to agree with Dr. Keith and Pandit Yidhushekhara in identifying iggTC with 
and JsjRgR: with ^^5! ( I wonder how Mr. Keith accepts the second 
identity having himself distinguished from in a preceding 

paragraph). It seems to me that a clear distinction is meant . by Dinnaga 
between and iu the titles of his books, the latter being used in 
the widest sense of Reasoning while the former means only the Middle 
Term. Such a confusion would be particularly surprising in Buddhist 
Logic where and ssFflnrrcr are clearly distinguished from For 

this reason I am rather inclined to agree with Dr. Yidyabhu?ana in 
identifying Itsing’s No. 4 Hetudvarasasastra with Hetucakra-hamaru 
(rightly read Hetucakradamaru by Tucci and Randle.). 

The Chinese school has to account for what Tubianski calls the 
‘Tibetan blunder.” This is how Tubianski explains it : The Tibetans knew 
of the Nyayadvara from Dinnaga’s own references to it in his comments on 
the Pramanasamuccaya, but as they had no version of it they thought that 
the Nvayapraves’a which was really a work of S’ankarasvamin, but 
not so known to them, to be the same as the Nyayadvara, and con- 
sequently believed that Dinnaga was its author. This, he adds, is “evident 
from such a title as the Nyayapraves’advara given by him to one of the 
Tibetan versions”. With reference to this Mr. Keith remarks that “there is not 
the slightest evidence of ignorance on the part of the Tibetans, the Tibetan 
index giving an express warning against confusing Nyayapraves’a with 
Nyayadvara”. This, however, is not altogether true. That there was some 
confusion in Tibetan between Nyayapraves’a and Nyayadvara is shown by 
Pt. Yidhushekhara, who on the basis of this confusion has attempted to 
identify the two works. 

If we have thus failed to arrive at a definite conclusion regarding 
the authorship of the Nyayapraves’a, it is because no single piece of 
evidence, nor even the general weight of the whole, which is at present 
available, is found to be conclusive. We must, therefore,^ wait for more 
light for the solution of this problem, which, we may hope, will come 
some day out of the Tibetan and Chinese libraries of Mss, of which large 
m -sses still remain to be explored, published and studied. Mean-while, 



I may be permitted to record my personal opinion, based on the general 
trend of the evidence discussed above, tentatively as follows : — 

The Nyayapraves’a is a work composed by S’ankarasvamin to 
facilitate entrance into the Nyayadvara ( =“The Gate of Logic” ) 
which is a work of his master Pinnaga. 

In the interests of correct historical scholarship, it was necessary 
to consider whether the Nyayapraves’a was a work of Dinnaga’s or 
S’ankarasvamin’s. But the master and the pupil being contemporaries, 
there are several related problems to which it makes no difference whether 
we attribute this work to DinnSga or to S’ankarasvamin. Thus, for 
example in discussing the chronological relationship ojt certain other works 
of literature and philosophy to the Nyayapraves’a, we may very well 
consider them in relation to Diiinaga, who is far better known than his 
pupil S’ankarasvamin. 

II. The Nyayapraves’a and the Manimekhalai. 

The question of the authorship of the Nyayapraves’a and its date 
have recently come into prominence in connection with chapter XXIX of 
a Tamil work called the Manimehhalai , which is almost identical with 
the whole of the Nyayapraves’a. Professor S. Kuppuswami S’Sstri of the 
Madras University has presented in parallel columns the striking 
coincidence of the logic of Araavanavatikal, the Buddhist teacher of 
Manimekhalai in the romance, with that of Pinnaga, the author of the 
Pramana-Samuccaya, whom he has assumed to be the author of the 
Nyayapraves’a also on the authority of Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana. 
The points of coincidence brought to light are 

(1) The doctrine of two w^s, and with just one word 
added, viz., . 

(2) The definition of which is confined to the 
variety. 

(3) The five sm*s, from which only three have been recognized, 
viz., Is and ?SR[. 

(4) The nine grains, viz, sreangfass, wrote, siTOfos, 

arafi-Rsfrotar, wrfeiwr and ajsrrassNpsr. 

(5) The three viz., btrr*, affoiftre (=3 TRT%c[) and fe, of which 

the first is subdivided into four viz., 3*pnf&5, (?) 

and wswiRra: ; the second into site, viz., §jwr?i, aroraiw. 
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and fo«J- 

Wife, 5 and the third into four viz. q4^qraqftasr3*E, 

and suhl^itqtfcisisra. 

(G) The jive viz.. *nTOJ}i%F3, givzrqftrtoa, g^swifoa, 

and T%rto^; and jive viz., SMT^lfitl, 

^r^T£3n?i%, 3^qrs^iff%, and ra'TCra^rafo. 

(7) Mention of TO 5 Wi% and ( te ) 3W$!!%?E, which 

Dharmakirti drops. 

From the extraordinary coincidence of 'definitions., illustrations, and 
even order of enumeration in several instances’ between this chapter of the 
Manimekhalai and the Nyayapraves’a, Prof. Kuppuswami S'astri concludes 
that the former is based upon the latter and that "while section XXIX of 
the Manimekhalai cannot be assigned to pre-Dinnaga period of Buddhist 
logic, there are sufficient indications to place it in the post-Dinnlga period, 
close to the transition to certain departures advocated by Dharmakirti by 
way of improvement.” 

As against this view stands that of Dr. Krishnaswami Aiyangar 
who regards the chapter XXIX of the Manimekhalai as belonging to the 
pre*Diiin5ga period of Buddhist logic. His contention is that in several 
respects it takes up a halting position between the old Brahmanical Nyaya 
and the Xyaya of Dinnaga. Thus : — 

(1) In the Manimekhalai the pramanas are said to be only two, 
others being regarded as capable of inclusion in the seccond ; 
whereas " Dinnaga, who seems to have no such qualms and 
actually deals with the four pramanas of the Naiyayikas, rejects 
the first two, after examination positively” ( see the Pramana- 
sumuccaya of Diiinaga). 

(2) Similarly in the discussion of the avayavas , the Manimekhalai 

seems to mark a transition. It mentions the five avayavas , 
accepts three and does not consider the other two as they are 
capable of inclusion in the third. There is nothing like 
rejection of them as invalid as in Diiinaga.” 

Prof. Krishnaswami next points out that — 

(3) "Dinnaga solemnly lays himself out to consider the Svartha 
and Parartha forms of syllogism,......,.,.. After a serious 



discussion he comes to the conclusion that the latter being 
included in the former it is superfluous to treat of it 
separately. To the Manimekhalai it does not seem necessary to 
discuss the latter at all. 

The last fact does not seem to me to prove Prof. KrishnaswamTs 
thesis that the Manimekhalai represents the transition stage pointing 
towards the logic of Dinnaga and therefore earlier than Dinnaga. On 
the contrary it would show that what required to be discussed in the days 
of Difinaga had become an accepted truth in the time of the Manimekhalai* 
As regards the first point, it could he said in reply that the radical 
reforms of Dinnaga had reached the stage of unquestioned acceptance in 
the days of the Manimekhalai. Dinnaga laid down the doctrine of the 
two pramanas, Pratyaksa and Anumana, to the exclusion of all the rest. 
But the Manimekhalai still continued what was perhaps the older attitude 
viz., that the two pramanas included all the others, a view similar to that 
of the old Vais’esikas. 

It must be admitted that the resemblance between the contents of 
the Nyayapraves'a and those of the XXIX chapter of the Manimekhalai 
is so complete that the Nyayapraves'a must be supposed to be either inserted 
in or extracted out of the Manimekhalai. The former hypothesis would 
seem to be more probable in view oE the fact that the Manimekhalai was 
after all a romance and not primarily a work on logic. Thus, as Dr. Jacobi 
points out in his correspondence with Prof. Krishnaswami “in many 
Jarin romances there is introduced some Yati, who gives an exposition 
of the law, converts the hero etc. etc. but nobody has taken these teachers 
for historical persons. ” Even if we do not go as far as the learned 
German orientalist and deny the historicity of the Buddhist sage — Aravana 
Adigal — of the Manimekhalai there is no doubt that there is far less 
likelihood of a logician extracting a chapter of a romance verbatim and 
passing it off as his work than of the writer of a romance borrowing a book 
of logic from a logician and inserting it in his work to show off his 
S’astraic learning. The probability of the latter hypothesis is further 
strengthened by the evidence of certain lapses on the part of the borrower. 
For example, the writer of the Manimekhalai substitutes three for five 
avayavas very unintelligently. He does not perceive that the last two 
ayayavas can never be included in the drsttanta, as he ignorantly imagines. 
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Impressed by the arguments which require Manimekhalai to be 
placed after Dinnaga, the author of the Nyayapraves’a according to the 
Tibetan tradition, Mr. R. Narasimhacharyar, ex-Director of Archoeological 
Researches in Mysore, would shift the date of Dinnaga from 400 A. D. 
which is at present the generally accepted date, to the second century A. D. 
in order to meet a difficulty caused by South Indian history. The contents 
of the Manimekhalai, it is said, point to its being a production of the 
Sangam age, and the Sangam age being supposed to fall in the second 
century A. D, the Ny&yapraves 5 a which is incorporated in the Manimekhalai 
should be regarded as still earlier. Who is then the author of the Nyaya- 
praves’s 1 Nagarjuna, says Mr. Sesha Aiyar boldly, and assigns him to 
the 1st century B. 0. In attributing the Nyayapraves’a to Nagarjuna 
Mr. Aiyar takes his stand on the statement in Bunju Nanjio’s catalogue 
p. 270 Nos. 1223, 1224, which Takakusu has alsoaceepted. This, however, is 
a mistake, Nigarjuna being wrongly read for Dinnaga as Pandit Yidhushe- 
kbara Sastri has shown ( N. Pr. Pt. II. G. 0. S. Introduction p. xii. ) 
Mr. Aiyar’s hypothesis is rendered highly improbable by the developed form of 
the treatment of logical fallacies which is contained in the work. Moreover, 
it would be contrary to all that we know about Dinnaga and his contempo- 
raries as well as to both Tibetan and Chinese traditions about the authorship 
of the Nyayapraves'a. As Prof. Krishnaswami had to point out in rejecting 
Mr. R. N ar asimhacha ryar’s suggestion “Dinnaga’s contemporaneity with 
Yasubandhu would be difficult to call in question unless we are prepared to 
throw to the four winds all the available evidence of literary tradition com- 
pletely. Yasubandhu cannot be taken to an anterior date such as this 
would imply without doing very great violence to accredited Buddhist 
tradition and Chinese evidence of a definite character”. Besides, the date 
of the Sangam age which is said to be the second century A. D. is still 
uncertain, and it is further doubtful whether we are justified in assuming 
that the time to which the work ( Manimekhalai ) refers is “ undoubtedly 
the time of the author.” 

III. Dinnaga and Pras’astapada. 

As early as 1904, Prof. Stcherbatsky advanced his view that Dinnaga 
was prior to Pras’astapSda. Later, however, this Russian savant 
reversed their order and maintained that Pras’astapada was either a con- 
temporary or a predecessor of Yasubandhu, the teacher of Dinnaga. 
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Dr. B. Faddegon (1918), controverting Stcherbatsky’s earlier writing 
questioned the correctness o£ the view that the Yais’esika had borrowed from 
the Buddhist logician, namely, Pras’astaplda from Dihnaga. His ground 
was one which deserves to be appreciated more than is commonly done. 
He wrote: ‘‘Years and years before Dihnaga and Pras’astapada lived, there 
must have existed a mutual intellectual influence of Brahminism and 
Buddhism. When we look for instance at the different examples of 
hetvabhasas and other abhasas which Yidyabhnsana quotes from the 
Nyayapraves’a, then one circumstance strikes us immediately: nearly half 
of the examples have to do with the eternality or the transiency of sound.” 
Add to this one more circumstance, and it ought to put an end to all 
unwarranted speculation about the originality of a particular doctrine in 
Brahmana or Bauddha logic: as is well known several Brahmanas in that age, 
who may be presumed to have had training in Brahman ical S’astras, became 
Buddhists— and Dihnaga is a conspicuous example of this class — although 
the converse of this would appear to be very rare owing to the exclusiveness 
of the Brahmanical caste. Keith, however, has emphatically asserted that 
“Pras’astapada was indebted for his system largely to DinnSga”; 
and even Randle, who has been very cautious in his committals in 
this matter is inclined to believe “ that Dinnaga was earlier than 
Pras’astaplda, although in some cases where similarity of logical 
tenets or illustrations is to be found between them, this may be due to 
Pras’astapada having borrowed from a Vais’esika writer earlier than Dinnaga 
rather than from Dinnaga himself. 5? It will thus be observed that the 
problem of the relative chronology and indebtedness of Pras’astapada and 
Dinnaga is by no means simple : it is particularly dffieult, as we know 
definitely that there were Yais’esika commentators before Pras’astapada and 
Buddhist logicians before Dinnaga. For example, when we see that parti- 
cular doctrines which are not found in the Yais’esika Sutras are found in 
the Pras’astapada Bha?ya and are referred to by Dihnaga and even his 
predecessors, we may be tempted to conclude that all these Buddhist 
writers including Dihnaga were posterior to Pras’astapada. But, says 
Mr. Randle, “ since there were Yais’esika commentators before 
P .•as’astapada whose comments Pras’astapSda embodied in his Bhasya, it is 
these earlier commentators who are cited and referred to by DifinSga and 
his Bauddha prede6essors.” 
iii 
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While the general force of this line o£ argument may well be 
admitted, it is impossible to rule out every parallel on the simple plea 
that it may have been taken by Dihnaga not from Pras’astapada but from 
one of his Vais’esika predecessors. Such a position would paralyse all 
argument from parallels. Some of the considerations which Stcherbatsky 
has cited in jhis later work to show that Pras’astapada could well have been 
a contemporary of Vasubandhu, the Buddhist teacher of Dihnaga, may be 
here noted t 

(1) Vasubandhu quotes the Vais’esika definition of not 

according to the text of the Sutra but according to the text of 
Pras’astapada’s Bhasya, viz., STlftb” <6 It is hardly 

to supposed that both Pras’astapada and Yasubandhu refer 

.to an older source 5 ’ — comments Stcherbatsky. 

(2) The Yak esika theory of sound — that it consists of a series 
terminating at the place of hearing- — which Vasubandhu 
criticises is the one found in the Pras’astapada Bhasya and 
not in the Yais’esika Sutras. u This artificial theory ” says 
Stcherbatsky <f is not found in the Bhasya and Pras’astapada 
is manifestly its author. ” “It follows from these facts ”, 
concludes this Russian scholar giving his revised opinion, 
“that Pras’astapada is either a predecessor or a contemporary of 
Yasubandhu. ” 

We must, however, before accepting this position consider the 
arguments which have been definitely advanced to prove that Dinnaga 
was earlier than Pras’astapada. 

There are several other considerations which, although they do not 
conclusively establish Pras’astapada’s priority, constitute primct facie 
evidence in its favour 

(1) One such noted by Randle is a passage in the chapter on the 
Bauddha-Dars’anain the Sarva-dars’ana-samgraha. The Passage 
runs thus : 

srni^ stira m i sm 3Tqi%5i^rqi%^ i qau 

1 cI^U^cTi l 
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?I5fT9t ^ 3 3 \ ^ ** ^IIcT 

?T ci5prj^T% <33^ «^Htf‘clIcii II ” 

It may be said that the lines quoted after “agro* ” in this passage 
have been introduced as a criticism of Pras’astapada regarding 
mw and it has been attributed by Dharmabhusana ( a 
Jaina writer of the sixteenth or sevententh century A. D.) to 
Dinnaga. This would show that Dinnaga is posterior to 
Pras’astapada. But, against this, it should be noted that the 
passage is quoted not as Diimaga’s criticism of Pras’astapada’ s 
dictum, but as his criticism of the doctrine. Moreover, 
the value of Dharmabhusana’s attribution of the passage 
to Dinnaga is very much discounted by the fact that 
Dharmabhiisana belongs to a much later age, which is some 
twelve hundred years after Dinnaga, when it might have 
been a tradition to attribute all criticims of to 

Dinnaga, the great apostle, if not the founder, of the 
Against this, some consideration may be shown to the fact that 
if the passage could be quoted by a writer of the 13th century 
it may not be impossible for a writer of the sixteenth to know 
the name of its author. Assuming then that the passage 
belongs to Dinnaga, the primh, facie deduction from this 
passage is further strengthened by the consideration that 
“Pras’astapSda does not reply to Dinnaga’s criticism, as he 
might be expected to do if he had written later than Dinnaga. ” 
(Randle). But, as Randle has pointed out. the argument is far 
from conclusive. I would add that for the purpose of the 
argument it is not necessary to rely upon the passage quoted 
in the Sarvadars’ana-samgraha. If there be any value in an 
argument from silence, there is the silence of Pras’astapada who 
does not refer to any of Dinnaga’s criticisms of found 
elsewhere. 

(2) Vais’esika Sutra IX., ii, 1, ( tf3 *^ mm %% 

enumerates the real relations which form the basis of 
Inference. The Sutra is in harmony with the Buddhist view 
which divides Igs into $T*°i o , and But 

Pras’astapada substitutes for these particular relations the 
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general relation of and in doing so he remarks that 

the Yais’. Shtra was only illustrating the different varieties 
of sifspr, positive and negative, which was the general head 
under which all the particular varieties could be subsumed. 
And yet, Pras’astapada, although he had occasion to do so, 
does not say one word about the Buddhist doctrine formu- 
lated by Dihnaga. This would show that Pras’astapada 
was earlier than Diiinaga. After pointing out this consideration 
in favour of Pras’astapada’s priority, Randle adds : u The 
argument is only from silence. But it would have weight 
if supported by other lines of evidence. ” I think other 
lines of evidence are not wanting. 

(3) Another consideration which Randle regards as a strong piece 
of evidence for placing Pras’astapada after Dihnaga proves the 
very opposite, owing to a basic inadvertence on his part. He 
says with reference to ‘the antinomic reason’ : 

£< If Dihnaga was the originator of the conception of the anti- 
nomic reason, viruddhavyabhicarin , which is found in the 
Nyayadv&ra as well as in the Nyayapraves’a, then it is definitely 
proved that Pras’astapada came later : for he refers to the 
viruddhavyabhicarinhy name, and gives reasons for rejecting the 
conception. And, he adds’- “ This argument has had great 
weight with me, in the absence of any indication that the 
viruddhavyabhicarin was mentioned by any writer earlier than 
Dihnaga.” Now, as a matter of fact, Pras’astapada does not 
refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by name ; it is his commentator 
S’ridhara, the author of the Nyayakandali, who does so- 
Consequently, there is no reason to conclude that Pras’asta- 
pada came later. On the contrary, Pras’astapada introduces 
this hetvabhasa merely as " ” mentioned by some 

and the illustration which he gives ("sSwiqJs 
trh: ’ ’ ) does not occur in the Nyayapraves’a. 

Nor, is that illustration the same as that recorded by Dharma- 
kirti as an illustration of hetvabhasa which 

was recognized by Dihnaga, as Dharmottara adds. It is 
obvious, therefore, that Pras’astapfda had not before him the 
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viruddhavyahhicarin of DiiraSga, with the illustration given 
in the Nyayapraves’a or in some other work to which 
Dharmottara was referring; and considering that Pras’astapSda 
does not “ refer to viruddhavyabhiearin by name” one may 
presume that he was not aware of Dinnaga’s terminology.* 

(4) Another small consideration weighing in favour of Pras’asta' 
pada’ apriority is that Pras’astapada does not subdividei^slw^RT, 
while the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves’a both give a 
fourfold division. This, however, is open to the reply: ‘‘This 
may only show that the Bauddha logicians introduced formal 
development into the earlier Vais’esika logic which they 
borrowed, and that Pras’astapada was not prepared to accept 
the innovation.” (Randle.) 

(5) From the clumsy terminology of the subdivision of the 
fallacies of Exemplification ( ) in Pras’astapada as 
distinguished from Dinnaga one may naturally conclude that 
Dinnaga came after Pras’astapada and improved on his 
terminology. But Randle would still place Dinnaga after 
Prasastapada and credit Pras’astapada with “unwillingness to 
accept even gifts from the enemy. This is too ingenious.” 

In view of the evidence which has been collected and discussed above 
I am of opinion that the balance of probability is in favour of Pras’astapada’s 
priority to Dinnaga— a view which Stcherbatsk.y has urged against his own 
theory of an earlier date. 


„ ft. :i haye ^rrf thia “ a * m0te !e ' sth in m 7 Notes pp. 61-65. On 
p. 65 at the end of the Srst paragraph I have ,aid “Had the been Bnddhisf 

Pras astapada would not have called the proposition which is anoth r 

word for 3P3q>m^5». But I thiuk I ought to modify that statement bv ad 5 i 
'But rtrs possible that Pras’astapada may be referriug to Buddhists who had faUn 
ttar illustration from the earlier Vaisesikas and ccnseonently when PrasW -f 
asks the other party to call it houses the Buddhist nomenclature and no this 

own, hr, own UPPM* be.ngof a different kind which is illustrated by ^ 
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IV. The problem of Bipnaga’s contributions to 
Indian Logic. 

Closely connected with the above, but resting on a wider basis, 
is the question of the original contributions which Dinnaga is supposed to 
have made to Indian Logic • 

(1) One such contribution, it is said, is the view that £< the 
proposition, the point of disputation or the thesis, is a 
judgment not the terms of a judgment. ”* This view is 
expressed in the Pramanasamuccaya Ch II t and the passage in 
which it occurs has been quoted by Yacaspatimis’ra in the 
Nyayavartikatatparya as Dinnaga’s — which is now extracted 
as Fragment F J for easy reference. The substance of the verses 
has been thus summarised by Yacaspatimis’ra: “ ^ 

atL’ The doctrine which is here attributed to Dinnaga and 
is found in a work which is indisputably his, does not appear 
for the first time in his logic, nor is it peculiar to him. That 
the problem had occupied the attention of earlier logicians 
is clear from Dinnaga’s reference to different views prevailing 
on the subject. Moreover, the very tenet which is regarded 
as a contribution of Dinnaga’s to the logical theory is traceable 
to earlier writers. Yatsyayana, the author of the Nyayabhasya 
while saying that fire was inferred from smoke ( “ W qjRHR- 
hr ” ) in a passage where the precise form of the Probandum 
was not under discussion but only the different types of 
Inference, says in another place where the form of the Pro* 
bandun required to be carefully stated for interpreting the 
Sutra : — <f =3 3T hr: Sf*hit?IST 3T 

W siftw ^ |T% I sifclt II ” Conformably to this 

Uddyotakara, the Yartikakara, says in the Yartika on N.S. 
I. i. S3 “ sfratoramsr w w ”. 

How is it then that in the passage quoted above, Uddyotakara and 
Ms commentator — Yacaspatimis’ra — criticise Dinnaga ? A careful study of 


* Sugiur&’s « Hindu Logic” p. 34. Vidyabhusana’s H. I. L. p. 281. 
t See Dr. Yidyabhn Sana’s “ History of Indian Logic ” p. 282. 
t Fragments from Dinnaga pp. 18-21 by Dr. Handle. 


the points which are raised in the course of the discussion will show that 
what they really criticise is not the doctrine of Dinnaga’s in its abstract 
form, but the doctrine as applied to the particular ease of the smoke and 
the fire where their locality is not visible owing to distance. As Yacaspati 
says: "wr 

r —that is to say, Dinnaga’s theory will break down in the case 
of the smoke whose locality is invisible owing to distance ( " g *pig?l3T ciH 
=f ” &c ). Then after discussing the ordinary view that 
fire is inferred from smoke as its invariable concomitant, Uddyotakara and 
Yaeaspatimis’ra opine that what happens in such a case is that one parti- 
cular character of smoke (ari^nrar) is inferred from another character of the 
same smoke ( w: ” ). Next, taking the other 

stock illustration “arrcezr. Uddyotakara explains sfensfaw 

srfogt thus : — M w sp^srcrar srpsi f ci^t =3 i 

”. Thus, the ciftii<prar theory 
of the 3^#^ is held by the Brahmana logicians just as well as by Dinnaga 
and his school. 

Similarly, in the first of the two famous verses ^ 
srfbs =q cTcrfoci i ^ inrcsN RtRtcwfit qr I 

u” which Pras’astapada quotes from Kas’yapa 
the word f 3T*#RT 5 means, as the commentator says, <f 5fraiaqi^RWci^H?5f%EC 
i” Kumarila, who comes a few centuries after Dinnaga, discusses the 
problem in the S’lokavartika in a set of verses which in point of reasoning 
bear a close resemblance with the verses quoted from the Pramanasamuccaya. 
Now, it is difficult to believe that the anti-Buddhisfcic Brahmana would 
have swallowed the view of Dinnaga if it were a pure heresy from the 
orthodox logic. For example, Uddyotakara does not hesitate to indulge 
in carping and even irrelevant criticism whenever he comes across the 
logical heresies of Buddhists. 

( 2 ) Another signal reform in Indian logic with which Dinnaga 
is credited is his rejection of the five-membered syllogism. 
While Maitreya* spoke of two kinds of theses (war) 
'emirates* and 'qwsar’f and Yasubandhu described two 

# Dr. Vidyabhusana’a H. 1. 1. L. p. 264. 

t Could this terminology have been suggested by the STTf*?%qf and of 
the Yaiyakaranas ? ‘ 


kinds of syllogism,* one of five parts and the other of two } 
it was Dinnaga who took the decisive step of rejecting 
sqqar and R*T*R as superfluous even in the Pararthanumana. 
There can be no doubt that the Sfitrakara and the Bhasyakara of 
the Nyayadars’ana recognize only the five-membered syllogism, 
and yet it is curious to observe that in the numberless arguments 
which they employ in justifying their system and convincing 
their opponents they hardly set forth the five-membered syllo- 
gism. In the Vaisesika school the distinction between 
and 'KRigHR has been recognized by Pras’astapada whose corres- 
ponding terms are ^Ri^cTRF^R’ and but he has not 

like Dinnaga reduced the latter to three members. If the 
logical theory which does away with and RqjR from the 
Pararthanumana be sound, — of which I am not altogether sure — 
the credit for the reform evidently belongs to Dinnaga. 

(3) It is said that "the significance of the middle term (called 
Hetu) for inference and hence for the theory of reasoning, is for 
the first time discussed by Dinna [ Dinnaga ] and the result of 
his study is the famous doctrine of the Three Phases of Hetu’f. 
This is known as the doctrine of the or the three essential 
conditions of a good hetu, which are enumerated in our text 
as ‘W WI' and 4 These are the same 

as the conditions which were laid down in the couplets of 
Kas’yapa which Pras’astapada has quoted and to which we refer- 
red in the preceding paragragh. It has been said, however, 
that there was borrowing from Dinnaga on the part of Pras’asta- 
pada, and ‘This borrowing % Pras’astapada has tried to conceal,” 
and such a thing is in entire accord with the natural wish of a 
school, when it has to appropriate fruitful ideas from another 
to disguise and adopt them in form if not in substance.” 

I refuse to base my conclusions on the hypothesis of a moral 
depravity on the part of Pras’astapada which there is no reason 
to assume. I rather agree with Dr. Randle in thinking that 


* H. I. L. p. 269. 

Sugiura’e ‘‘Hindu Logic” p } 35i 
} BtcWbatsky. 
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"the effrontery of such a claim (that the doctrine originated 
in the school of Kas’yapa i. e. the Vais’esikas), if the doctrine 
had really originated recently in the Bauddha schools, would be 
incredible”. There still remains one important point to 
consider : Does &tk* in the couplet mean 'connected 

with the which is the subject * of the inference and 

thus correspond to the first of the three conditions 

mentioned in our text; or does it mean 'connected with the 
in the narrow sense of ( the major term,’ thus emphasising the 
necessity of invariable concomitance between the middle and 
the major ? Dr. Keith proposes the latter interpretation, and in 
support of it he argues that the clue to the meaning of 
is to be found in the ‘ of ‘ » which admittedly means 

(major term), and not »HJ. As against this we must 
remember that the double meaning of the word { or 
is by no means rare in books of early logic, both Brahmana and 
Bauddha. But even if we take the word f * in the narrow 
sense of sn«r, it doe3 not necessarily follow that the condition 
means only the invariable concomitance of the fsf (middle) 
and the (major); for it may still mean that which is 
bound up with, that is, coexisting with, the war in a common 
substratum. Dr. Keith’s interpretation, though simpler 
than that of the commentator, is not borne out by the sequel 
in Pras’astapada’s Bhasya. While explaining the lines of 
Kas’yapa, Pras’astapada distinguishes between the meaning of 
f sighs •' a S occurring in the first half of the line and that 
occurring in the second through the pronoun ^ ; thus 
f 5 and f J which justifies the commen- 

tator’s explanation noted above. Moreover, among the 
fallacies whieh arise from the violation of the essential condi- 
tions, both ESs’yapa and Pras’astapSda mention sfiks which 
is a fallacy arising from want of q^mcir, which must therefore 
be included in the list of those conditions. It is not right to 
say that this line of reasoning begs the question, for 
Kas’yapa himself has included among fallacies ( c foctilfc 

and so has Pras’astapSda, whose 
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T-S'iidbfliT* in the NySyakaildeilij 
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illustrations of the particular fallacy clearly show the necessity 
of including among the essential conditions of a 

good hetu. It should be noted that in thus interpreting the 
language which conveys the essential conditions of a good hetu, 
in the light of the fallacies which arise from their violation, we 
are not using an extraneous test, but one which is supplied by 
the statement in the following couplet viz. ^ etc. 

Furthermore, even direct proof of the commentator's interpreta- 
tion of < 3T*3^T ) ’ in being correct is furnished by 

Pras’astapada’s mention of a fallacy called where 

‘srgfo’ unquestionably means and the fallacy is an earlier 

name of the later ‘3Tl¥Rm%5\ The reader will be interested to 
know that a stanza in the Mudraraksasa which seems to have been 
founded upon the conditions laid down in these couplets supports 
the above interpretation. The relevant line in the stanza runs 
thus : hNw m crstsr 

rera&i” These lines are an exact parallel of Kas’yapa’s couplet. 
Here means ‘r%Rjrq<w q%,’ says the commentator, and rightly; 
this can never mean concomitance with the for we cannot 
say that is in 3% although we can say 31% is with 
sgT. “Moreover/’ as Randle says, <c the doctrine [of trairhpya] 
is already implicitly present in Vatsyayana’s Bhasya on N.S. 
V, 84 and even in that sutra itself.’’ I would further cite the 
Bhasya on N. S. I, i, 34-35 where it is said first, stfftfaflr 
SR**., next asjrs^r =3 srm&rrc, and lastly . .etc — the 

conditions corresponding respectively to * qgpReRL’, ‘ sq% SfR.’ 
and 4 fq# which make the trairhpya of the hetu. 

(4) Dinnaga is said to have “introduced a universal proposition to 
take the place of the old analogical examples. ” This view is 
Strongly supported by Dr. Keith who advances two arguments 
in its favour* : — 

(1) First, a close scrutiny of the different parts of the five- 1 
membered syllogism and their context would show that 
originally the reasoning of the inference was supposed to 
proceed from the example to the case under consideration, 


• Keith’* I. Ji. A. p. p. 87 and p. 104. 




and not from a universal proposition supported by exam- 
ples; i. e. it proceeded ‘'from particular to particular by 
analogy in the manner approved by J. S. Mill”, and not as 
other logicians hold from the universal to the particular. 

(2) “ Pras’astapada recognises the necessity of the universal 
proposition, but it is more likely that for this reform he is 
indebted to Dinnaga than vice versa; for li h priori it is more 
reasonable to assume that Pras’astapada owes the principles 
to a school in which it had a natural right to exist. ” 

It is difficult to take the second argument seriously, for it is well- 
known that the logic of a system is not always consistent with its 
metaphysics. However, if the argument is pressed, it can be easily met by 
a counter-argument that the universal proposition on which inference 
is based has a better 'right to exist’ in a system which recognises the 
reality of universal than in one which knows of no universal but only the 
particulars. It was the believer in the universal who later on felt 
the necessity _ of explaining the validity of the universal proposition 
as a basis of inference, and therefore, assumed a peculiar non-empirics! 
( ) variety of or SWRrfa for its apprehension, which b e 

called wwvm* SR3TO%. As pointed by Dr. Randle, “the KaiySyika 
(Brahmana)sofar from admitting that the principle has a natural right to 
exist in an idealistic system, emphatically denies that such a system has any 
right to such an idea.” ( See Randle’s F. D. p. 54; and RT.Y.T. p. 12?). ^ 

Before dealing with the first ground I will put forward certain 
evidence based on the terminology of the Nyaya Dars’ana which points to a 
recognition of the universal proposition in fee process of Inference and will 
also cite passages to disprove the view that with Gautama and Yatsyayana 
Inference was only a reasoning from particulars to an .adjacent particular. 

The word as also the word 'rwt/ literally means 'going down’ 
and implies the process of descending from the universal to the particular.f 

* Dr. Keith calls this jnanalaksana, which is obviously a slip. ( gee L L A 
p. 104). ‘ * 

f It also meant the general principle as opposed to exceptions which are 
particulars, becanse it was from the general principle that one cam down ( sqjq- ) to 
particulars. In this sense the word is used in the PratisSkhya: ^ufmmrqwrffnr 
STcffUTa- ” (Rk,Pr. Patalal). ^ 

That was based on * gathering together ’ of examples which yield the 
conclusion was known to Yaska also and even to his predeceessor Aupamanyava whose 
opinion he quotes ( pfrwn ^ $WT W 

) in his Nirukta, ’ 
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which etymologically is the reverse of means ‘carrying up J , and 
it implies the opposite process of carrying up the particulars to the 
universal. The word 'ssira* we render by ‘Example’ in English, but in doing 
so miss the significance of the Sanskrit original. 'SSira* is that in which ‘eRl’ 
2 . e. a truth or principle* is 'ss* ( observed ), as distinguished from ‘r%3Ftf 5 , that 
is the truth which is proved. Another word used in the Nyayasutras 
which bears clear testimony to the recognition of the general law as the 
basis of Inference is e. the hetu with or variability as 

opposed to invariability which is its necessary implication as a condition of 
valid reasonsing. 

Luckily, we have still more convincing proof of the position which 
I am here trying to establish, in the shape of certain syllogistic illustra- 
tions. Yatsyayana has given in the course of his commentaries on the 
Nyayaautras. For example, in the Bhasya on I. i. 34 he explains the force 
of awlfafoms. as a hetu of by adding ssmfa’ (a?qi%- 

fici ssfhra ) which is a clear enunciation of the posi- 

tive general principle (er^^iira) on which the argument is based; the nega- 
tive counterpart of the same being given in the Bhasya on the next sfitra 
as u which is the s^fra^gnra and is illustrated by # 

(“mm- TO - f m snwr$jM*tf<i w ). In the Bhasya 

on sutra 39 where all the five aiTOs are formally set forth we read as an 
illustration of not but 

Similarly, in the commentary on I. ii, 7 which defines WW Yatsyayana 
uses language which shows a clear preception of the value of the universal 
principle. Thus, instead of saying 3n%r: sisft he says: 

,r 3TRra: fisfr era ” wherein writers 

used only to the Aristotelian syllogism, which oontains a general proposition 
without the particular vouchers on which it rests, suspect an arguent from 
particulars to an adjacent particular as soon as they see a particular mentioned 
in the syllogism. As a matter of fact, the particular example serves only ss 
a voucher of the general law. Even the Buddhist logician, therefore 
speaks of fSRTRjra and not Not only was the universal proposition 

known to Gautama and Yatsyayana as the basis of Inference, they even saw 
that the universality might be misleading unless it was carefully scrutinized- 

* Of. gsrtRft ffifflT Wflw^l3f ft:---Bh. Gita II, 16. 

t^ere the predicate is placed before the subject just as in 3Ti%v: therefore^ 

it is=Rr^^irl Wfn^ and is thus a good sqPH qi o qffcFf. 
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Hence they mention a certain type of fallacy which they call or 
‘generality', that is, a fallacy consisting of a misleading generalization which 
can be opposed by another generalization giving rise to a logical deadlock, 
unless and until it is removed by the discovery of some particular point 
( ) which would turn the balance in favour of one or the other. As 
Vatsyayana points out under N. S. I. i. 39 f< ejWTOTR m wWts SRBUFraflr 
snfci^r i s^gf^r 3 

*ras*j \ ra a ” 

Uddyotakara’s criticism of the notion of ' and that of 

* inserifawkfo ’* as the basis of Inference has been adduced as a plausible 
ground for holding that his Br&hmapa predecessors could not 
have originated the doctrine of ssctth (universal proposition) of which 
and snsafawMpi are but negative forms. But the objection is based upon 
a superficial view of the paragraphs in which the criticism occurs. For, it 
should be noted that it is not the doctrine of or 

that Uddyotakara critcises, but only the particular form iu which the 
definition is worded. 

The Yais’esika Sfttras similarly contain some clear indications of 
the recognition of the universal proposition as the basis of Inference. 
In Sfttra III. i. 14, ‘ sriife ’ is explained by the 

commentator as " . The explanation is correct. Inference 

is here said to be resting on the statement of the hetu ( ) %ased 

upon * sfibrs ’ i. e, well-established concomitance. If Inference had been 
regarded as proceeding directly from the example to *the subject we 
would have been so told; instead of that we are clearly given to under- 
stand that the ti as a mark of the SR must have been previously ‘well- 
known ' or ‘ well-established 5 *— a condition which cannot be 

said to be fulfilled by a §3 which simply belongs to an example or 
belongs to it along with the unless it is in fulfilment of a well- 
known and well-established principle. Again, in Sfitra IX. ii. i, “ 
wl there would have been 

no point in specifying the different kinds of relations which generally 
figure in the universal proposition, if the Inference proceeded straight 
from the example ( ) to the subject ( ). 

In view of this direct and indirect evidence which I have cited, it 
is impossible to agree with Mr. Keith when he says that "the third member 
o£ the syllogism is nothing more than an example, and that the original 


* Sea N. Vartika on NS. I. i. 5. 



process knew no formulation of a general rule. ” His argument in support 
of it that “ the term ‘ example ' is only with great difficulty to be reconciled 
with a general proposition '* loses all its force when we remember that the 
Sanskrit original of ‘ example ’ is which far from labouring under 

“the great difficulty'’ to be reconciled with a general proposition mean.-, 
nothing less than an example in which the general proposition is observed 
( ‘ss: brb — see supra ). With this fact and the whole evidence 

of the preceding paragraph before us, we cannot accept Mr. Keith's further 
argument that the fourth and fifth members-’*' = 3 !^’ ( = Thus is this' ) 
and ' ’( Therefore, thus is it.’) show reference to the example. 

Mr. Keith’s next remark that “ the summing up in the application i B 
expressly said by Gautama to be dependent on the example *' is based upon 
a misunderstanding of the word f ’ of the sfttra ' 

3 3 T sn a ISft < FW L 1. 38 .’ which means much more than a bare example; 
it means the ‘example* as illustrative of a general principle. VatsySyana 

says in his gloss on and as noted 

above he makes the point absolutely clear at the end of his commentary 
on the next sfttra where he says: “ ^ 

Mr. Keith's next- argument based on the words ‘awr’ and 'asrr’ 
falls equally wide of the mark. The fact that the word W is used instead 
of ^ is significant : it shows that the inference is not based on -mere 
likeness of the subject with the example, but on the manner in which the 
example behaves. For, is a pronominal adverb connoting manner and 
not mere likeness, unlike which may connote only likeness with the 
standard of comparison. It thus implies a statement of behaviour, that is to 
say, it is not a term but a proposition of which it introduces an illustration 
and that proposition in the present case is the universal arr qt g g 

) or *wrr 3 FTcJ ) which is more than an 

argument by analogy, such as ^ ^ or JTfirra' 33 

i Mr. Keith says in a footnote that the fourth member 
which is now was ff originally presumably tathayam 

( WH )• w This however, is begging the question: " ^ " i s 
there, and it means that the example is one and this is another, 

. both illustrating the same general rule. Had there been no general 
rule, one would have said w TOW but precisely because 
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the general rule is thera viz. #11=1. and Hpw isits illustration, 

it becomes necessary to mention the w as another ( * ) illustration of the 
rale as proved by the inference in hand. Hence the ^ in 

To conclude, I endorse Dr. Randle’s opinion that 4 so far as I know 
no evidence has yet been produced to show that it [ the doctrine of Yyapti ] 
originated in the Bauddha rather than in the Y ais’esika school . I go 
further and add that there is positive evidence in the Vais'esika and the 
Nyaya Sutras and in Vatsyayand’s Bhasya to prove that the doctrine was 
held by Nyaya and Vais’ esiha writers long before the time of Dinnaga. 

The comparative study of the Fallacies under their three heads of 
Fallacies of Pahs. a, Fallacies of Heiu and Fallacies of Drstanta as treated in the 
Brahmana, the Bauddha and the J aina logic is another important subject which 
can well find a place in this Introduction, but I refrain from attempting 
it here, as much of the material for such a study has been presented by 
me in the Notes. 

I now come to some miscellaneous matters with which I propose 
to conclude this Introduction. 

Y. Miscellaneous. 

1. What was the name of this work ? — This work was ordinarily 
known as “ as would appear from the titles of its commentaries, 

such as Nyayapraves’a-v rfcti”, <l Nyayapraves’a- panjika” and ,c Nyaya- 
praves'a -tippana 5 ’. The same is its name in Chinese and Tibetan versions* 
where to the name itself are added certain suffixes and prefixes which 
are not, and were probably never intended to be, regarded a3 a part of 
the name, but were merely inserted as descriptions or amplifications, of 
the title. Such are Nyayapraves’a-jS’osfra, Pramana-S’Ustra'— Nyaya* 
praves’a, Pramana — Nyayapraves’a-dvara, Hetuvidya — Tarha-S'astra etc. 
(See Pt. Yidhus’ekhara Bhattacarya’s Introduction to the Tibetan edition 
of this work). The Ms. however, on which the present publication 
is based calls it £t ” in the colophon, and so I have given 

the title to the Sanskrit text at the top and have retained the same in the 
finis. Haribhadra speaks of his vrtti as c< 55 in the intro- 

ductory verse, and ParsVadeva also repeats the title ( sftrb 
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*\W%) in his Pafijika, and commenting upon the text of the Vrtti he does not 
think that the addition of f£ * ” in the word has been made owing to the 
necessity of filling up the measure of the verse, and in this view he is justified 
by the fact that even lower down in the prose passage where no such 
necessity exists Haribhadra uses the words “ 5TTO.” which 

the Paiijika explains " ” etc. The word ' *ira ’ however, 

like the additions in the Tibetan and Chinese mss, is only a description 
and not a part of the title. Similarly, in view of the concise style 
combined with the weighty matter of the work, it came to be described as 
“ ?£? and it was so known to Haribhadra when he wrote his Vrtti. 

3, Commentaries, — 

It seems that the Hyayapraves'a wasa very popular work on Logic and 
was commented upon by a number of Jaina as well as Buddhist writers. 
Haribhadra, a Jaina writer, whose commentaty — “ ”■ — is here pub- 

lished, knew of a number of learned and elaborate commentaries on thesNyaya- 
praves’a*, of which the one by Areata, a Kashmirian Buddhist scholar, seems 
to have attracted most attention.! Areata is mentioned by the Jaina 
logician Ratnaprabhasftri the author of the Syadvadaratnkaravatarika 
(dated 1181. A.D.) who characterises him as clever in debate (“ 
and he has criticised Dharmottara, who lived about 847 A. D, His date 
thus falls somewhere in the tenth century. J 

Haribhadra. The author of the Vrtti, is “ Haribhadra II ”, 
(see Dr. Yidyabhfisana’s w H. I. L. ! ’ pp 208-10). He was an erudite 
scholar, who was well-versed in Buddhist as well as in Jaina logic, as is 
evident from the passages which he has quoted from the works of 
Dinna or Dinnaga, Dharmapala and Dharmakirti along with those of 
Siadhasena, Samantabhadra and Mallavadin, in his Anekantavadajayapataka- 
tika.§ This is further borne out by Ms interest in the Nyayapraves’a, and his 
acquaintance with the commentaries of this work, to some of which he 
makes references is his Vrtti. 

* ii u%rrqi? swim: i sraartfteft 

SH* II 

t See Notes |».p. 2, 4, 10. &c. 

% About 900 A. D. — Dr. Safcischanclra VidySbhusana, on the evidence 
mentioned above ( H. I. L. p. p, 331-32 ). 

| See Di. S; Y’s. H. I. Li p. 209. 
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The date assigned to Haribhadrasftri by Dr. S. C. Vidyabhfisana 
is '‘about 1120 A. D.” * This, however, will have to be put a little earlier, 
in view of the date which has to be assigned to his commentator 
Pars’vadevagani. 

Pars' vadevagani) the author of the Pahjika on Haribhadra Sfiri’s 
Yrtti, states the date of the composition of his work as follows:— 

fwprf v «BT5»pwrew ttof n (san. sr. 3 . qi%^r p. 82) 

The symbolical statement of the date contained in the first line has 
been interpreted as Vikrama Samvat 1189, = r ' 1188 A. D. by Dr. S. C. 
Yidyabhusana. and this has been accepted by Pandit Vidhus’ekhara 
Bhattcaharya.f The “Jaina Granthavali” (published by the Jaina S’vetambara 
Conference, Bombay ), however, gives the date as Y.S 1169 *. e. 1113 A. D- 
The differeee arises from the difference in the interpretation of the word 
‘‘ w ” in the above quoted verse. Does “ is ” stand for 8 or 6 ? Fortunately 
we have a test in the details of the month, the fortnight, and the naksatra 
mentioned in the verse. I referred the question to my learned colleague 
Pandit Ramayatna Ojba, Head of the Department of Jyanytisain the Oriental 
College of the Benares Hindu University, and requested him to apply the 
test. He found that the details accorded with the Yikrama year 1169 s. e. 
1113 A. D. J From this incidentally we learn that Pars’vadevagani 
belonged to that part of the country where the month is commenced with 
the dark and ended with the bright fortnight L e. Northern India. 

S'ricandra is the author of the i( NySyapraves’atippana ” which 
Dr. S. C. Yidyabhusana describes as “ a supercommentary on the 
Nyayapraves’a Yrtti of Haribhadrasfiri”. In the Brhattippanika it is described 
RIRW&rcfrq*! *8 MMNT' This shows by the way that S'rlcandra 
knows the main work as and not as ‘ 5 as supposed by 

Dr. Yidyabhfifana and Principal Yidhus’ekhara. The work is said to have 
been composed in Y. S. 1168=1112 A. D. This makes it one year older 
than the Pafljik& of Pars’vadevagani. 

* In Dr. S. 0. VidyabMsan&s H. I. L. p. 208. 
f See Nyayapraves’a Part II ( Tibetan Text ) Gk 0. S. p. 11. 
t He writes m I pr %r t. 1 1 

«* ” ft*n i ufrt qn. v. 

f«mft ^ 1 *n i fit.— 

V 
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4. Manuscripts*.— 

The present edition of the Nyayapraves’a and its Vrtti and the 
Pafljika of the Yrfeti has been based upon the following four manuscripts of 
which the first three were placed at my disposal by the Baroda State 
and the last was supplied by my learned and esteemed friend Jaina 

Acarya S’ri Vijaya-Nemislirrji of Ahmedabad *• — 

1. test — fol. 2 , original from Hemacandracarya 
Jain Sabha, Patan. A photostat copy of this is preserved 
in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

2 . (1) fol. 16, original in the Oriental Institute, 
No. 2844. 

(2) Second copy, fol. 6, preserved in the Jaina Jnana-Mandira, 
Pravarfcaka S’ri Kantivijayaji S’as’trasamgraha, Baroda. 

3. — (1) palm-leaf old and dilapidated, fol. 119 
minus 1,4,62-64, 67,70, and 90, obtained from Khetarvasi 
Jain Bhandar, Patan. A photostat copy of this is also 
preserved in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

(2) Second copy with folia 19, 20, 22-24 only obtained 
from the library of the late Mr. T. M. Tripathi of Nadiad. 

4. with |f%, a new copy on paper, fol. 14 1 — 
with 15 lines to a page, supplied to me by Acarya 
S’ri Vijaya-Nemi* Sfiriji of Ahmedabad from his Bhandar. 

5 . Thanks and Apologies — I must apologize to the reader for the 
numerous misprints that have escaped my notice owing to hurried proof- 
reading. Instead of making a separate list of Errata, big and small, I have 
corrected all the important misprints at their proper place in the Notes— 
an arrangement which I venture to think will be found more serviceable 
than the usual one of putting up a list at the end of a book. There is 
one correction, however, which I should specially mention. When the first 
few formes of this work beginning with the text of the Nyayapraves’a, which 
were first printed at Baroda, were reprinted at the Bombay Yaibhava Press 
Jn order to secure uniformity of print and paper — for which I am 
specially indebted to Dr. Binoytosa Bhattacharya, the General Editor of 
tie G. O. S. — I seized the opportunity for correcting an important 
passage on P. 4 11 1077 relating to the Hetvabhasa “ 
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" The reading in the first print which Pandit Yidhus^skhara 
has used for his Comparative Notes was based on the old manuscripts of 
the Ny&yapraves’a ( No. 1 ) of the Baroda Library and ran as follows:— 
gqg*zn»ft m\ i sn&FFRfcre I srawRRRta*: qejrs^r 

mj: i aq i Rpssra#* h” 

and after it was placed in brackets the reading of the press copy 
prepared for me by the Baroda Office which ran as follows : — “ 3T5RRF: 
qejisw i fesrasRRR 

^ V3 vs 

*\ The brackets happened to be left out in the first 
print I This gave st very unsatisfactory text which is now completely 
corrected on the authority of the two other manuscripts-No. 3 and 4 in the 
list made above. 

In thanking all those whose manuscripts I have used in the 
preparation of this work, I must particularly mention 
my late lamented pupil and friend, Mr. C. R. Dalai, who 
placed the collected manuscripts at my disposal ; also, Ac&rya 
Sri Yrjaya-Nemi-Sfirrji who supplied me with his beautiful copy of 
the Ny&yapraves’aka Vrtti immediately on request. I am also grateful- 
far more than I can express — to the late-lamented Mr. Kudalkar, Superintend 
dent of the Manuscript Library of the Baroda State, and to Dr. Benoytosa 
Bhattacharya, the present General Editor of the G. 0. S, for the 
utmost courtesy, patience and consideration which they have shown 
during the period of the long delay which has unavoidably occurred in 
the publication of this work. My long illness in 1923 and my constant 
preoccupations with the heavy academic and administrative work of 
the Benares Hindu University are my only excuse. This expression of 
regret I also owe to the world of Oriental scholars who have evinced a keen 
interest in the publication of the “Nyayapraves’a of Dinnaga” ever since it 
was announced. I am thankful to my friend and collaborator Pandit 
Yidhus’ekhara Bhattacharya for promptly bringing out the Tibetan 
edition of the Nyayapraves’a as Part II of the work in the G. 0. S., and 
thus satisfying to a large extent the curiosity of these scholars. 


A. B. Dhruva. 
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qwqrwiftqsqqrcftqq; i qqswsj qft q&r ffir 
qqqq ii %qiq i "fef fr* 

ftwoiqiq i qwpwsftftsft pq^qeKrsftqq 
\\ w\ ffq qi qqqqiqq n fqqq <ftq 
m q^qfwiqqqiq i &qiqrcq<¥u^ 
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i ftRi^fPRra I 3^ | |? 

sratoHil^irR r ^R#iifif%cRni^r 

sri3rt%3^r TsTt^if siiTR^mm i 
5R^*nsRRHi3'F?i^kifTOf;^ i n4 R wn*- 

?t§% <RS — RRtSRRJfil^ 

? $ RR^^FRRFJ | <P?I i^RRTCR^ ^Wi^RWftW^ I m 3ttf?- 

iwp 1 ! 'Rssws *r ^li^- 
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8 aTt% qqf?r aqtaqqqrc'q iw 5 ^J i qqqq I qqiqi q^ pfr i 

aife q I ^qq=qm^q\iq^fq wp> q;q g qiq it&Rqiqqi 
^niqfq | sojqqq qqi=q qq qi^qq I jpiftsrcqqi^ l aaftawi- 
^ I srf^fai^ 15 fewi%W^ 5 J^q%i; I 3^ 
<S I 3 : II *m fSFqqftfa§flS I ZZFrf 3 tqn? I Sg qq$ apq 
qqtftfq sg^a: I qqroftireqqq iqqftq^fi gq^qragr qqft- 


qqq: l q q f|ftqj 1 \ fqqr *m q ftm^q ffo-qq; 1 
m^r qqiqoi q 1 qqnt qqt q*qiqt qqqf qqqqt >nq: 
?q qiqrif qq 1 ftereqn qm q^rrai mm mvni mq: Wq qq 1 
qqRj qf?q I <ra qrqj^n qiqfqfq i qmssq: qimq: 1 
qqfq l qfqqqMqq^wq qqa qqn%cq qqi«qq 1 qqq 


qrcqqqqqRqqiRtRq mqiqqt qqi«ra qraqm qqqq l q%- 


yq; I qff rti' q^ftfq q«n qat^: fl% Jjqqf^ 1 qqq qiqq- 
sgRtwrat 1 qqtqonfqi 1 qq qiwqvnq fqfanq qq 
qpsqq I qq^qfqqq I Hisq qfq?q?qu% qiqRt'q M: wqqi?qtt: | 
ftqj 1 miq qq qmq mqqm qqqq 1 al qg qifqn qqqra 1 
qo qra?q astffft ti qqTqqqrmftT §qq^ 1 qis 1 q ^qqnl 
fqqq hw ftfq^ftt 1 qqqraiq m qqrqsgpq ^qq ? 1 
(qw^i^^qrMcqcq^qivtrq 3 ^qar l mm qqtn ggpaqm 
qt I ft HR^s'sq qfq^qWRrq qqqq ? 1 qfq?q'r q qqqtfq 
sy fqqq: | sTfrqqrsT^nfq fraqjrqqqwiqi q=m l q qqq l 





: 1 q 3 q*g qft?qqf q% ati%t 1 qqqt- 



TOT. St. SO >i 3 TOTTO$*tf1%: (V<) 

I ott totototstok i to-otto i mi ott 
ottoot wot: t totoot srort 1 5i 5 wsTOisOTt ot 
pproqrsi% ^ htotci%i^toi^ toto^ ii 

« tost: II 

TO TOT RTT<JTO tpglTOT |?q=|: I TTSlf JTOTTTR I 
WOT gTOTOITORf IpgTORl^ I TTOtft % TOOTT! 5RR I 
1 %^ 2 I TOTTTOTTOTO% TO^tOTOTOT# TOTOTO; I TOt TOtTOl 
<5 OTOT I T’Jft SlfOTIi 5153: ffrt TOTOTOT; I fOT^TT%% 
q^t^OTJR: I 513 to^to wi ott TOrf^Kfir 

frq^tgrfitOTOT I otito tosott wi otwritv^ s 5ffs- 

TORTOUI I 513 1 TO#OT I TTO TOOTT OTTSTOTO 

fcgro^ 1 otot toIpsfott wift I to fra totot I 

OTTOt fcpTOl | pWrW TOtraTOP I 3#* TOTOTOTOU II 

~M 51W[ I 3?pn ptOTT STOTt | TOT TOTOTTOIH 
OTOTra q^n'ROT^Rsm to tor: I ffrir torto ’#*ro 
t\ W'jfqHWtT! 1 ,?; i HrqfTgfitHisfq wtoto I 

ftwrni tipto: -qm^qra^-f totop ^ot^ots- 
trisn i fr,^ 2 i qTOsnfjra^;: i fw^ ?t ms;: i httottot tot- 
otsotitoto^t (roifr: R^roti^m^: l i %^2 1 toiot: I ottri- 
5 c, te^ot: q¥t: stofstowito otitoito; I tootpott OTiral 
toiot: totktot | * § toot to ot 5 5: I toottoOT- 
qrorara: l TTO$n%^[ frorit I toto totofutoot. I if 
53 : OTOT% POTTO# TO: OTJTO TOTOfTOTOIW. l 
OT cito qraOT^^OTq tottoptoitos: totoots;: I 
puprafros;: OTTOTTKOTTOriOTsrora ot t Mm r | 




*t*tt l ff% sRtsrwtra sTu^n^ra; 

1% m # I m 5Rfii«wx® I i 

*r ^ graroFR#? stwri #p#;?5H#t Prcift’w f m i ^n 

|f Ig^l^TWRR ? I I 

HigtiRHift |ri& it TOrtraft^# tot I 

k A. fHyJt ^ ^ A 

\a HRT flf 5R'RT |R I || R «irai BMTORR'nR I R 

SPRW | H ^ Rt»RRR5R Wtm 

| Rp^ SRPRfM 3*«trci% 

i rRst ^ ttmt w ^Rt ? ?R«n mlra ? n <rai 
^.8 s w ( ^ ^ R{iqqft ^ I wfcgw wm srm t % tt ^ t ^ fft I 
!J sjfospP#^ | f^CRt WWRWf | 


s»n. n st« \ ] 




(M) 


qfow R w#t: i ^ 

wfit i sr n ^ | ftq#fq i q qfc?Rq 

rM to qqftrerrqtm: i * it <rc*n%33nt ftfti|q*qRn% I qq 
« 3 te^— qtqitRiqq 5q%qro fa q R wiqqqr^ i qtfm'qftq itqrnfq- 
qqwRqifi; [TO$q-3,S3 srirrm] I ^ i q^q * 
nrofa i qqiit— itqflqqh ^fs^spismins i ftqitqiqtq 
qqqiqqsffiq ptssroq; I 3#Eqt I q PtaRiqfamai qqi- 
<; qq£ sRRitreqqqq I qqtft— sqqM'qqgRRi'Rt fqsgro- 

qqiq: istqftgq qq# I qpqqt | $q: rpri^^ l tot 
?gpq qRi«q tors q&q i tortr^i § q^jqraj I 9% $q 


RR%q II qqr stqiws^twr q%R RiqqRi qt^r irfq qqq 
?q I qq iq^^ qifcqq«nRR^ I rrhi stff 1 

qqqqi RRqw l # q^: RtqqRT qi^ to TORrsjqqpq: 1 
qiw^qw^tqi^ I Rq qqi t%rto ^qqfRmi^ 1 qt^qqft- 
Itft ^ ll qqx awfti^mqi q*n I qfcg[ srfq 

l\ i^Tft’wqqi^rqiKomTRT m 1 qqq q^q^ifr 1 qqrqq qtf 1 
^qnqroqq%R^?q RRqqr?: l qqfqqsq it wnqqtqnq 
qro l qqqi-Rqqiiqqqq>qi^ qRqqiiqqjRRtqr jqfiqpnvnrq 1 
qqrit — 5pqq: qjRT Rqqrfqqqvq q^RqRnsRqqnqqnw gft- 


q» qqiqq^j Puqqq.R'nq l sttoiru §^:%^?}qf Rqqriqqi R ^ 1 
qiRtqqiRqtnisRqqiiwi.’nq; I R q qs? q i?q~t iqiqq-?Rui^ 1 
Rqq qtnqq^q qlg to qqfRsiw 1 q wuw fithq: 


qiiq RqqimR'q iq%q^ l ritoit qq Rqqsqrsgqqqt^ 1 
q» arrctqqftsRT ^qq 11 qqt qftrcgRqw-fi qqt «nqir: qi*f ffq 1 
qftrc? qiitq^qnqqp^tqiqqqqi ftqq; to^'t qqq^Ron 



^ ^ 


[ sqj. 5 . qa \ 


<«) 


qfBR b rtir: I qm bh^r BiRqq: sbb 


q#riqqiMr: qfasft l qqi qqpm* I qqimm 

qqRiqfq tow: I qqqrft $ra BqRi quRim? I 

a vrH^trf^T^ ^ori#r qssrcwmHi^ i r q q|q q wnwi: l 

RBRiq^BPt ftBqiMffi qt HWBB; | straqqqfq?qq: | 
hwb qqqj prfqq g^r jrrmft br: i qfo^iq- 
f3^ qq qqR^Ti^s#! qqqiqiBqqra- 
r^br: i qftfqwR qi«im: qi^i i s^qqifeq q^g *Rq- 
srf^TOSi qqqPIT**qi%% Biqqt I 4RI JtfjfaTfgwwemfqT- 


iqwqqq 

c 


ni^l qq qftqisms^r qraqi^ralfg qi qiqqiqqg; i qwqm- 
ftifq i^qq; i qRiBqqi qfqqRRiBBq: nBnq qraqi^miHqqs I 
?q q q qgiRmra'Rt qftqi^n B'qqra i qqi BrqqtqRqqlfoBT I 
fqqiBR qiqt qqsq BiqqR qq«q Biqqqq*q qqqRBiqq- 
qqsqq: i =q Bjqq i rb qqf qqqriq l qf^n^m: I qftit- 
qq ^qqqpq^ i fiqpqiB rfq q i?qg l ftqfqftqu q^TBiBr: II 
\\ bibb tRiqiBtqftfagB? I BTB^fqqiTTBTqiTqq:gT 

fRTBTBI! I BIBSiB I%S,B BfB^R'EUBl'f- 

fq^i: l ?gq?iBiBR ?ra sribibc i qq(#q h?b jib aqiq- 
q|^qnBStqfqfqqiqfqwf i qqrtffcgr^fjwrc: l qq qq b- 
5 c mzjit'i | ~mz: wmi b ibs;:. qqra: q ibs;: bibs;: Bq<fra: | 
qgiqqiKBgqs;: i qq^B^qra i tjuuc i jiqinr i 

qqqjq qqq^ l qqqftn^qfqqri^qli bibs; qqqtres;; ii 
apqtRR qiiqq; qraqrarq't qt bibs’ sRqrmfifcg: ii B%ft 
qa b BRrq: i B'&qRisqifBs;: b%bib^: ii bibbi qqi 
Bifwii bbubI bibbtib^;: i q bjbb i ?raqi^: qftB- 



sr. SO * ] 




(«) 


mrat& II I wr stsstHcral ftraq: I t&ra 

?rai^ I ^Ktfnwra sr^ rairara ^$ rargrawr- 


l^irT i =^pn^nra^««i3^ig^ i wu<tw ig^- 
8 Jrnra?: I rarnt— ragnra H 3#i: nrcns raft nftraftra I 




*rnr 


^H^Trf Wi 


i?\ f*\ 


?rat ^j: ^UM^thMiQn Rnft® ra rarararaftt?: i 


<; ranft — n nw m5ra®jsn%Pt: ftran sre: ftraPnrawn 
|ft II ran rawn^rrawrat^ l raftt sratftrara: s 4rfc4w 
t'pfra?: g m«tift«¥ i rara arn rat ra«nftrarat I tt%rew: 


r^r\f\ ♦ *v. 


raw rat rara 33 wnmw ^inrwmra I ft twraa : 
? o qjpi: fttwn&tgp i ra^? I sw: f n t ^ ta fr f ^wraftfit<i i 
straw graftfa 3#niRi nftratws tTf^wiRTg: i rami 
ft 'pt 'jqftn ftra? nratra raram ?ra i ran ^rantrararfft- 
wtft; l straw sfit stft't^tt: i swftft mwr rah i ranwtrat 


?$ nsiraran i raran qftnrai iratra wmt frann: sts^ft n 
rat jpitramrat: ganrarctrawrar* ramg. graxswran^it i aw 
igtretrarrawraftsi' rararam%ss 1 raftn ^n%s[rat^ 1 
ran ^ ranut t%gtra: 1 rat wrin fttrat: tftratra ^tgftqra 


R» ranirara sratstww Rstrararaj; 1 ^rattra raa 1 smra: ^ 
straw: st3[t nrantwiMra: straw !pw sft 1 ng ’rarasrafta 
stftrap n ^ ftra I nftiraMntftrg: ! ran sihw! 
tng 1 st»trratt%^ 1 ran nftratRrara srang; 1 tt gran- 
ts fttra: 1 snra$ m 1 swwirag. 1 « snraratk # sranftift | 



( '8 ) . [ WtT. si. ?e > 

wn^iH: I m i qqqtra^sqqiqfq^sira i 

%q?qRt$qqqqW^ i am qRfajq^; — 

qrcra^qii sqRqqqqqq qi it 

a Srqu% 1 i q*qra^pqfiqnq5iq>n ^fa^qqq i 
fqqq^qrfqq^qR i qqra II 

qpra^ 3iflfq>rRi^! i q q qssrqirci qf|qi I qqqq> qq 
sRaftiq;: i q it-i:iRTOs%pn%q:: i qj qq^ qsiqim 

< qstqqfqq: u q^qqif i nt'am iru? I srrh I 
qiptro I qq toror smq?q!ra;q ifq I q%% ^qqq I sqi%q| 
qt q: qw^q: g qnqrc°tt 1 spired im qqqt $q ^qq: q^ra: 
qqqR qwi9?qq?qt^ qqmqR^tqtq; I faqr |?qq ip-ttw 
? q qqi qrqq 1 ?? q HqsRRiqnqisrcri^q&H qtqnqRm qqqin- 
mqrcft l unr q i qf^r Riqifqcqcqift i qq qirqqi qq: i ft 
qqqq^q 1 HRqiHtqq hriwr! fqqnfq?qt q m q?rt q 
iq?qiR?qq?q | qq'iR?qiR?qqaqqtiT?qq: 1 1%^ ? | srenqRqTat 
^q?(%5qt3qq>TFqq,n | spfa qq q|qm I tq> qaqq qq- 
q^qrqfqfq: qsq: sqjfmqqrqqsrqq qqq?qTra?q ffq qq^tq 
?qqm i qft hr *raq?§: I wtqftwtfrq qmq q'qqqq qiqtq I 
rramnqtqigqqq; I sq; q i 

\o qqqqftqq^qiq qq qsftfttqRqq i 

qqs qfq ?q% q^iq^qrfqqiqm ll 

siqqq i qqqqq l qqqTqrfqqfqqRiq I qqqftomq 
qqmtqqqq I foq'q q %&qqti(qqraqiqqR*tttq qq'm: l 
q« qqifq qqqs^RiqqqiiFqqTOm n sRTvtrcni qR are nfa R 



(*0 


aw I totoi? l I 

tobttois >•« aro i I 

» 5R i snap*iw wrf»H %*t 5i ^ ^tran^ 

si&t rt% *wr(mti^ i ara to I I 

ww I t? i f^nfSRTOTTwrt tojtmm i 

%T5 I «TO sftWt I f^TT- 

c T^Krf^Rfrfr^r I qR$s lw ^ 


lI^pTOn^l% I SRfW stWTOPtWIjeE I 

^ sftTOT *RR( TOfK^^lWft 


iDitert: 


til LI Hi 


etc 


IGK? 








[ but. 3. i« a 


(<*> 


sRRRFfrfrqqr: srsf: sn^faTt^n^qTRRRTTrc- 

RRRftqqi 31% I II %W5rf5r|T%: ’T'TaT^TI'TT i 

sarcr: p* p l sai?RW? I q«jr qqRRRnqqr: ststts- 
a farRana; I qqRiaRfrqqr: q^wr astT%: nw: I unr 
aqsr qaiat fqsjasRarerci. l qqRRRnqqr: q^rtsiq 
%a’dl*|4IH'iffTST: I fq?T21?J i 

stt^tstt^ I <trt3<t?r fq3jarq?3Tq*qqr qqqiRSKTfR- 
< *rn $t pin: 1 3riifq&$a wn II gqmsr- 

qrq5Tfr%: i aaqisRu aqR%Rqfe;?qisi%^qra wi^- 

?qin%: I aarn^t? I q«rr mi 5Ts?Tsij;f?qTT£R i 
rr: qsjteRraasRRiwrri?: qqar. i a%?%5r anqrrerTft 
fqsrar^R a- qinTDqrqt I strr: qsrtsrq qsprn%rq- 
qar: I ata^sr fq?Rs«a?q a auiar I aRr R a f q 

l^r^TJTflTqttiTTH^TrRq; a i $4 i <m 

fq^3qf*RT<t l 3nsrf#qgqqft?^qfnsm Ras;: i 
\% a RTnaatfira rsipiw^ l surr: aa aqtfqqpfr- 


faai a: qrawtf a °qftqRtm mq: i aasnaa 


araqhnariq- 


nqt$R Spains q&q Rreai? I a m^raiqsqfqqra 
q iqq^Rtwqiftra Rtq# i j? gaipEaq i mppaqaat- 
q<> ataiqqq I aaisvaaT? l q^taR: str: fa^RT? q?qrr t 
ftaq: sir: smorRia srRRaa l ^rw^ft: ri5R|a- 
Ric[ ?RRaiqqrirsaa:rT%Tqr: aaftam | qfaR: ?ks 
*p$an|qRtam qgmql% ainm an? i rr: spa: snaa- 
s>a "ata I qi^q ft aw qgfmni^qqqi^#^! 

qqq% sir fRfwmiaqRq f aqRa araiRfaaiqailra 



«qr. si. qeq] 


RRqmft i sqm: isra^miffw I qqra qfqm w fqq;- 
<qqmRq|: I qqr qfqfqr 

i<i *&i pq: 1% ffWRKqE^RRI 
S? qiftTCq^tqqi^R^qqfqRq: pf I SR sjfqqq^q '$- 

sfcqra i% ^sRrm! qq *q*qqt: i qft gqiaqt: 

#f?$p wqq I qm<q ^nsi«n^i 5 t%R^ i 

«w sq^qqRq^q q I sq*qqr: srqpqq I qqiq- 

<s qftq ! qq^ig- srcnqrcoira ftqq i # wr 

qq l TRq^TOi TO(Rqfqqrft qra I qqq: I 

q qRtoRiqissqjq'q Rri sqm $i wiqqiq: | Stk q ijqq^j 
5ra^tqws%#jq;: qgfrqfqq I qgsim 5 a<pm fft I 
?q m q| qq;^ 1 qq qMq | wmqqx^i^^qfsqqrnq: I 
Ixfqqsqwqq;: II qfqq iqq^qR. msgag'iqqnT jrqnq | 
fqq v qq q fqqs,: l qqi m qq^qwRTqqfraqiqqr^q qmr qr 
fqq'Rq qqra qgsqqroipq: l nswi 1 qfcq^qTqqqmflTqq 
^qnq | qqqfq q^q^tqrq: | stsqiqgqii^'qrmR qq q^-qiq; | 
qq •qi’ktR; | qq qqiqqqfqqfrqqiqqr q»-IT fqfqfq 
. 'jqqq 1 qq: wr sxqqqRqqg. 1 q*q ^qqRtqR’qiffitRRpii- 
qq^Rq qw {q#qqiqq SjPWH: | qq ^gsqftiq I 

R° l ^T T*T^* §T«<[J 5 T^ 5 TT?FrrfFT- 

^qrfT i?qq tlfqV qq irr q rr t r -a : l am q^qHRiqg; l 
qq q ?5fqqfmqTq?q?q qiqqfq 1 q^qiiqqrgqiq^ 1 qqt 
qi? 1 fqqsi qq qiqnjqs,: 1 ^ ^qqq^qqRiqra^Ri 
q» fqfqtqq qq fqi?S. SH 1 I qqi^q I qjqsq qiftqq qq jqq^qj 
spqqrqRi^qiq: I 3 iPrp%nim^ 1 q qiqqfejR 



(*<) gft ' flgqft g a r-- [ «rr, 5, qo h 


ftft i « qq fft | Rqqq^qqs fo rtftft t i I 

*P , WTSTO^Ri^n' J ri%St^ J W 5 p{ I qqqRT- 

#twfi qftrasqiq. l ^ im^r i mPwwhHkm l q«i% 5 tq- 
» flqftaqm ffqtqtw i *r*iT qqimfm^Rq; *hrraRT<i; 
spmro^rafrrqg: i q» yftqqn l i qfcm qfe qft 1 

»v r^ A A A fN • 

51 ^fn^r **w*b 1 

1 qro 4 qrRqi 1 *m q ftMsHR'm&qfos^ 1 
<; a^wi ftrap^wmi qqWWmfps 1 qqraRtftft $g: 1 
9 H $q&§qf qi ^RSqt tfqRRqq qR? BqRR 
wmmqf-qft fti ssir: 1 wi q g q f-ifc 1 

tRlfTR I q&Rf-IH tfqRRiqqqqTRTOqfR 

?q qq qUiqqNira *ir& 1 3 j^i | spr ftan ^ | 

sp i |gs kmmrwT i wt ftq qqq^R qRR# qqr&nq 
qrqqfq gstr a^q nwi q^a^miq 

mqqqRMft "rwrjrj siwl I IqRmnjjiRt^ 1 aqj 
\\ m 1 s qqsrRqfi remai l qqq^frr q# *ftmq q qsqfq- 
qrc^ qipERiRtw 1 am qqqft q^> wr qq tfsaroql- 
q^aqq: smwri^ w^iwra^KW I ^rhi^-i r 
ft *ft?rcq qsqRfiqsTqiftqa qqpf fifta ^pw 1 



q° qqpRsqWI I mq fqqq qq qRiftasf srir r^- 
qr^Ri aRRmfiroa ? ?fa I q^qq I qqsqqdqq^ ft qqq 
^fa qlq qrMmst. f% aroftt ? I mftiqqftmft $qqq 11 
qf^qq^qfqqft q R i ft i qq? ajqq R*JR $ft q*ff 1 qqRq°T 3 
q« qmr a g^RRift 1 q: saVw? i 1 wmt qre.Rna 1 %a $q: 
? $a I qqq^t 1 m Ri^mi ^ywifawi'qfo'iwqqiqR 




wrrisf.^oH] srras^Rnf(% («) 

qsiqra?: l wt? ^w^TRi^rwra <rm ^nwi «r sfa 
3 pnW I gqragftqfoi I ^ ro i ^^a^ nq RMWift yppq 
tf'Ttfiftqi’fi gf?: §^.*#^qr: jpwqfa ^rat: i 

« q^Hi^ %m g^q qfam qqftqf qss^ft i ^ 
qgffqfi $m: l q« qrofa I qqqr st^qq^ronfsq* 
TOmi qqqfoft wn«t I 
qwp? ijfaq qwrc i ot qqt qiqt 
c i qqq ?^if? | q* qqr ^gWiwfoqW ^ I qqr- 
gqf??qi ? swmq i q kk; I i^ s qren f ffi %g: I qronq- 
ftqrqqfgiw ? 8 r; l qpr qram qsqq I q spq qiq: i $sqiqsq 
i qq; q q^q q qq^qq^HMt i 

?q «nwpiil qqg p wR i imp n Pti i ^B^Bft t <mfaw> 4 - 
w: qqqqrav sft qqqiq^ I suitor wufofrqqRm I qg;- 
Rm^<i I q%fwr ft «^s®q ^^5^ q 

?qq l qqispq s^m i wwftqiw : TOm: 1 q^rapaf g 
\\ jqgqH^Rl! I >w 4 gjpqqq qtfo I qtfayqq i q Rq; | 
^qqt %R g q qfteqq < qi^ *t jpf nw 1 ?sr{ stor- 
T^ro I q q i^Kqgwitqq&qqw: 1 5«q<q ft qqg qli- 
qpRqiwwpi gqq&qr s qiq q qtq < qii |q| q; 1 qq gq^Wi- 
q° q%ft ^rr qa^ft I <m mm q qdftqq q # 
q wp i fa qiq#* f *4 qfct # qrqRqftsrqqq 1 seqqq- 
1 risrjr qqfi l w qqg 5^5 q$t% q^R 
s^t q qqft % qmpqd%wi s.Rrwq qq qrtts- 
qv 'qRqPww: 1 qiq q(^ qw ssq q qq% qqtsft gnit 
qfrqft q$ q i^qqfa faqfafigqq 1 g<mpfg q qtqiq 1 
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S 3t? I WORT f| 3TR T3 RR3Rd I a re q qOT^ RjRHtg I 
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** *nfrr*i snr?¥^m^#nr ?f* u ^vm^Tf^srmaRflRi 
s ftRqqsm: aata: qp'qrftqi s r*q?iF : agq>*. $aa_ I lq4?gtR- 
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I <ra inmnniq nm% a*q an? sr^ m% I q q 
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8 gara; i aaaaama i aRTpRanlaiaaga^ «r§mB aiam itr- 
ff^TR tanaftigif ? safari sthtr: a®fs faaRat^ aagat- 
afaft i g a^aman^RaiaR^Raaiaar^a I agar 
<roajf 1 aaairarff I aaa aR%sgai% a I a^a itr TORigaiaaa- 
c ^1 p;?| ar fif T R^ R r^ T i f 1 ^rfwt: TTRgfra|qRI^I 

aarff afNhjaafa niagaraa I a a at^iaiR aRsara araa;i 
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RlTOrf^M "RTOWfl 1 Rig I aaa sWTOOTRf! I aSTaifaaaat X 
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JtURRWRR^'lWssf I nRRTRRRT^} JRRRafaft 

ag Rtafta faaaafRgrata «ra?j gfa aRtqRa; I 
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«nqro afaiaro aanaRaRianfiRiRraiRRa rsrt i%ra f ft 
q° aamaat ata qaaa Rtaaa i f?p» TORigaft II agat rrw- 
areat? I aRaararRaafRa aRSTTaroai W asaam rti%- 
aaigatg l a^rra a*: a? ar faaraaaa: ai^rnfta- 
gqaanr I aa?arc awiRaaa l af*fereanaTftaaRR i awiR- 

*s 3Rafaaaraii%a& I aqfe torrr^ ii aia aagara raRatf i 
|RT*mr^ai ^araRrafaa suaa g awi arqR i Rfaarcia. i 
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anHtemfo n^mRa ’m'% aift sni?lfn«!wrcnfa l ^n% I 
tffir s^JRaR^ I | STfSa# <T$T- 

^m^rn i^tir i ^ it^t ^rnrT*mnf^ 
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bikib bbbtcbbbt | ;m $mm bbtw brttb ra c 4 b^t# siBBm b^tb- 
s&rac i m i iW^n?bibb bbbbbtb mm bt%jfb: b^t mm 
bbtb zqm\ m I ftmrera: ? t bjjstbN i witbbbib; i ft fc^T ? | 

mm i i m ? i rtbsrb; i bbttb^itStb: i %$ b^tbbtbt^b 

(m I B^i T^BTBI#^«r RTW. B*[ I B4S3T BB; ? I 

mm \ Rraqi^vg- 1 b^b? I ?btbbt | ^? | b*b^ I bbtbttobt^rt I BgT b*b- 

BB TBI ^BTB*? B*BBrBTB # BTO sT^BB || B#T BBBBT^TIBBIBT%TBOT 
BrTRTSRRTBT BRBT: l BBT 3rcTBTBBBTTB3TB: fTTBTRftB: <RTTTB3IBT BBBT%B*TTB I 
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fiW RTOTO «WRIS?: W&Rt fc^Ri | q^n%=^Rt RT^T j rr 
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mi PPi *ro m%\$ Bvmzjm mm mm $<q% qmqiflq- 
gsqqft mm i mvk ffq qftqqsfq qfrq: n qq^qqfq ^i%qqqi 

pm ^qro^q q|cqqq | #ri^q q q^Tqmcqqqqq | 

mm mmwms^ p \ sf msw ^ q%qq ^fqq qqn#fqqi- 
qf^q qfqfftqqqiqR^f|q{q qrqq; I q^nf^qis^r 
pqftcq*?: | ff q qqqfq^qqq^qi^Tq qwicqftqr mm qqqRq \ 
q q fqcqt fq?q?q qqqiqq fra ^Rqrmfqrf T«ipqnqqqiqfqfcr i w^oqsiqfl- 
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qra I 3 N q% I qqqq qspq fli%fq qqqqiqq | i%qqs *qfq ? | ajfqRWT 
m q qn^qqi^q^q^fsqqiq mP ffcT R^c^qqq^qq I q^qfq iq^Rfiqcqnq | 
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qqqq fjq q M qqtMR qqiqfrqHqq^qqcqHqT^iqqiq^^qifqqiqqqqqqq- 
sqrqqqqfiq^qqi: qp=qqqcqq$*rqr q^qqqq sqrc?qqwq q i%: i mmm i 
qmqiqiqfq q 3 Rq#nq*qqisqqiq#q Rq'iqr q ^nqsq^midrqrflqT qftq qqr 
qicqq i i q qiqrsmNiqsq q qcjpRRR | qqqq qq^t qiqqqqrqftfq | 
qqrqqq ^qRq^inqqi i qiq q^rfecq^q fnqfqfq irqq i q^sqRfq^qqiqiqfq 
qmqiqq»q qi qs*r: I mq*nqqq*q qwFqfqfq i I qqqqm 

?rqq: i qgr qq:R*. qcq^iqqiqqt^qq^cqqq^: | qqnf — qqiqiFtqq.lcqqq 
qqqcRcq^ srw q^qifqqiqi^cq^RRqfr qrq%*m qqq^qfqmfq i ^qq 
qqqq lfecq?q^ mi qqiq qiqqqfqfq mmm \ mi mm ~*mm q^q* 


q^cwjqq qcq^iqqiqrqrqq# i^q; qiqi-qfqi% Iqq i mm qq f{q qq c iq: 
Rtqfl^qra: i qq qf| fq.^lsqicqi mi qfq I fqqqqiqi 

^qiqt ^r q^q q m \ m m qiR^qiqqnl m% \ W q^Rq^fqifltri 






\ ^ w® \ ^ m ftf% ^ #Rtsft 

ftftft 3m I #*** I M% I 

q%™^: i m Aw>. w^s^ftra i m^m l 

$<fficqqq%Rg | 3^ ^pcq | g^ flf Wm WW TO: | 

#R: ffijHft I 

<#a¥ I s$mn *tf ^ m #*% *nts#- 
^TfWP#5 5T%RRR | 3n|^n^ I f%TOt WNWI 

spRgn^ ^iwflq^ I aro ?^n 

w * 3 & 5ri3r?4 jtoM® i ^3 

qfeisf ft fl ^ I g*n *dfe torrcr wppw wqro t 

\ 
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sqKnfolffoqfaqi l l 


[ «n. f . \\ 


gg %% | gqj I 3lfl*Nd q: g ^q: t gqn^Et 

3Tf|l^#B£? I ^[^"4% q: 5 S’#?: | fTRfe: SnFFN^fiSJ | ^qfoT- 
% !t gqr I s!ql4Rqi*qi q g^qt gi^RB qiRg I g*Rroft%sft gg- 
NRq<4kl.q ^ i gqft; I #^rai qigg g |q | g'Rgffiqsft q 
St^5t=e®r qR#ira |q|q I aratsg? |qqisj ffa: I su^TlT^ I WB 

f% ftSi# %g>fa% qgqtq: i ggjmgg^ft i g*qiqggi%qq*q gqqgi 
rBPWBI <ftq | | g^cq^q^W i q^qi#t q %^5 W|qf qi§- 

q'fiprf: l qgragrgggqppqr gr fN qqqiraq: i g%qg i 
snquKn qi|qqi#qra; I ngigig^ft I fq^KqiuHsa44iqgi«qraq> l ft*qg 
fS qsa& i ^ ipq^ gqql fgrf: i I qstsdjgs$f*gftg- 

fcq$ 1 yw^rai^sirqq: i qtreirfg? ftraq gruq- 

gqfi I aw qn# g?srapqqqqq4#Tiqqi q q^qraf®^ i ft cqqqsgqtqiqqq- 
qqpfifiraqq.fq^q qwpft snqiftrqT? i qmqt %qriq I g%qr g^tqf 
wr l f^Nt fi^wqwi ftqfcq 3ft i gw. qqwq qirag<ni%qift: ggqiqt* 
iNtqwstqicgq^^r ftqfgqq I gjgqqmFsq qawH^MwRft i giqg#tft I 
nGl4i*«dMHi<l44)§q i iffraqgftq fqqi^i I qgwgqq gig i?am gqgtfR- 
rqilf qppt gqgqfkra ftg ^wii'iaiqi gt: gwqgfr q NR°rarafegqift iftg 
wrfqgqqrft ftqRSt ^ qjfqtsrraftft «pq% I qtq^q^Tftqfeqimqgraqft ti^q- 
^gm®feqigg?iqfem%tq qt: qRqqqqrat qfRgqgi qi3 fra qgt qqq «r# 
qqitg^q tq4g>t^wracqq9ftqgq5fif^l'rqgg f?qi%«i qqi^(%q% f?qigi 
gqralqg? qpft’friT wqr gR«m3%qt ¥^4iGHK,«ra% y<$quiigM g%ra 
n^n qq 1 q?r qgr q|ftf|qraqgT ggwtqqiggq gftfqq q3ra g qqr 1 q$- 
gn%#qqtfera?: gftqii 1 gq^fm^ra 1 *m 3 ft I q%: 1 
swe f<q§: t sngrni^fu.ftft 1 qraif^gq 
ffqqi 1 3wn%qqftqgi5Ui* 3?qift 1 1 ? fotftaft qaraqq w giqqgqqft 1 
qgi uRM^faw gqqqt ftqqq 3ft I fra gi*qft%: gftftt 1 %: gMgfgqqra- 
g y nq w iqqs OT : qq3gggqigqg i *ngqftrg?T: | gpqqiqqqtsqfeR^raqi^q^n^- 
sroqiftqq: t gi®n^ wrni l q$qm» ?spgt qfragggraqiR: l grsq#f®i 
^ireqggrc ^qqq: | qf^qqr: gq^qq' .ftqqqg 1 #qqqra g q qgiqqqq>i)w& 
% && ?ggT:qT ^ a%i; feqct 1 ^awql^ q pqiqqqra ra iwq 1 
n ^pwRm qwftfa ^q^ 1 ^qqqoqit^^q q raa i q^^ q gw- 




sr, f. it ] 


(n) 


Rf sqigfcq^t ^^cqif&^m^qlt m% S df| ^fig. 

^ ^wi spW ^|q5#!3T | aftt d pfe | 

Sr%FJT: 5$PT dW I^lPm c^NRdtd I df| ^^TOT 
d^g^it dted i f| wmmsm d^fo ^t ^ j 

»-q^ to sto mi \ m 

qd#smM 1 qwR^fPSi^ddfR smftft i wm^ g?qft. 

#wra^ *m ^sqfs^ni t ^ \ ftfd i tortr* 

i sntro dd ]m 
qN: \ dit ?pt wri to$ 
q$i#i I sTdrown 1 m*m 
d3^re § d d%d # sjt 

1 ^nf| 

qqqq cqqfedd | ^%d?dd 

^ra: 1 ^pfeq i ^ f| ^ srf# gdddwn #r 

?m I 3RtT OT ypRFf WI STdRS^ 1 3§^T^$^Mtq 

U WH lIfoH ^ftrqif | w 3^T Icqigl^!^ 


^Wr 




^PTT^I^I TOq- 
^p5fe?Tf | 
sq^^dTOdidjd^T 
5 " d# to%to- 

^ dcrftWTd pd Id q$# 

d^si^ra; iddptfdi 



dldldd ld 1 TTOdTTO d 

wm^ dcsiddct dpr 1 d^f sfl qr^ tg^ ft w&$ fftt%: 

%sfro Hidden wg*m dfi^dl i 1 mmti w&- 

m l ^wf^nt^r idh ew^fiid ^ l ^gcwrddr f| %g*rr~ 

dPd MldM^ 1 ddl pfididdlt 't^NRq dMddlfdpfdT WlddHSH ^ddl- 

%mm to 1 ^rcqndfd 1 srom \y^ dcro Ui ^fldd- 

3k 4 ddldll? | q^gdPBdT frdtd d d^TO ^ddld I SOTH ScSpRTCTCGIcWI? I 
sfr 3 qiqqpf £di*dwH 1 flf ^Fipg^rqqrt 1 
g^q I ipq^qarRft I ^wif ^WI |^T 4 <L^^ J J^cK 

f3TO ^ ^TOT WfW ^ t 1^ 

fRdmiWI% ^ ^ %sft ^TfMddqi wi'd TOfhRRRH 

^w#d i wm& * TOWtM««f^ | f 'jjf^ffiawsipif frifec^ 
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wnaatmfftnifaaiT i 


[am. a.f.ta 


4feaaft ^ aai# ma: i aritsiaiitat: wfrit awi wmi 

a^a'M # I ataFl- 

aa*ta flat 5#TI^ I cf^ ga^SETOPft a ai&JWel i am atj. 

W3 eifeEi^un^ i«®ra a afetailfaWd | ait atfiiaii®naaffNte& 
sitiraft i to wm i wwiftfaift i aptftan&famvwi- 

ftfir | raq^raAiRi^ira#^! i saftwii l aaffi aat i awa^- 

am aca$nR«iMH&PW» to l aat sflaaf-if# i a ia a qfi fa TOMa; | fafagt 
fitifaa: i raaitfartt I gaffe at fa* aaiifaa: i si f?aa # afa#it $ta: i 
swnma.^ fttta®iafi aft^ aga aatiaaimaSa agtoraftatgrofiaa- 
aTO®iw %aaata to. i alt fi%a®tfa srftro a gwa # 3at»S: | apiga- 
4iM(^Haftn$ # l aiftat asrofofa araaaai$a a|a aw am # l 
waft fa t a aga # mat \ raa iatia®# wm^aaiita aafo i aa%? aw %a 
«aa=#i fro I #at(| I ^ mrafcait i a$a toI Rsiwasitil ?m 
l ataffl^ RStw afctw fiat aw I aaiyft.g.fiSlwt aat I 
TOtw Its ait ^aa raraifft l araSreatSaaif# i aat atea 
w& ara Ratal to $t l raafw^aa^ft l aat tdfafew fte at pfit- 
saatfoatwiwfl I waftfaiit I it a#a: aitarat | fiat it al- 
g raf t ^Ffi: aSeMRRn^sftro^Pfftiiigqaafi^ra^S i fra aaawRraFat 
aat i sPa stww#i am®# I 3Wt#it atat®n maa# I aat mat sew# 
atgratgaffaPiPsiaaigStfai^ TOnrogtaafata, afera^ra: l a§fp#*tfft: 
a toS a: to* fetaa jfiafwt i aat a^ ftw aiwtat frfmaw ateiai 
fe^ipt fa SRiariaift i miaifea^ miferaw afcraaf: #siaa>TO I ^ftrot- 
ta (a^cFttatawiftreira: i a^mafgft Ita* a^rfStftaaaamt awraiifa- 
wfe a pr<i: 1 aaiswlt ftwR aaJaawTa^feTOatwfarai^sira I 
ma ag^ tefratmftOTgwa #awt mwt a traat i 
m tftlt ffw* fit* aaga aft ^ffeaiitai ?fa l ^irca f*a®i gl%- 
fTO? i stw Tt t I #t a fa; TOtiaro I aaaftt l aa*t a^ffe at% 
g^a mfaSItai a# ffttatlia aim i aa a aaro a# 
fTOfiaift w atitm % a^i^ifafaiit: ambits: a ^ ar# 
^ rata>rci 3 ®ifa#f;: i ai^ a a> gwt M^aro aRafe araam? I * aft asp 
atw:?i®t^^ait»aiw!|a4iiaawa4w|fS?TO?‘ 



«n. st. | « 3 
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I ? I gisgfl | %g gsfrswjggg; * | g^ret- 

+K u i I ^-^aUa gg giRgtsafgR g^rasf gfg^iR gRgiaig RRagggijgiisqtg- 
H*R! win, ? I y^ i ftg giRgt ^iiw^tgg ftg giRgi 511% gi|: gi ^ 
?R I pRsfts^gwg ^ graft ftg^ | gg gpRgjsqft i I 
giggi -MWgM g^g qnft Rgg[ gig q^ g gRsg: I g cgg^g^^ t gift 
ft&^iwgqqg: ggrigggif ggrift g m g$s: g qg gi*g ^R gnqqftrg 
wRi qggggg; I srg gisgRftcggr R; « rg ^qflrtiijji 1 srftg Rft 1 IgiBpgt 
prarg^t ggggtigg; giangiggKgigj grsggg ftissigngrgi^ft Rg?:| ggq»$: 1 
ggft giggrgiRlfgigi# ftfgrft gg# g# ggiR giangiggKgitgrar qgjgt 
g< g: ggrf: grsg&g Rgfttffl: giwftg ftgg V^gg^gr g gM: gpg- 
RgRoi RRs: g# ggR | ggt g gR ^gswigiggl : g ia g gmAg gpg- 
g wfeiwgi: grqgiRsnftg R&ng. 1 ggi 3 l^swg) : ggfsgt: 
wggg#i RgraRqgi Rigft ggt gRfgggigwgg qg 1 ggi siRar: 


5R: ^ygxgi^wR^gy g fagffggffefotgreifg fgg>: qi*g ; gggqpgg. 

sgR^gRgiRtgRsg^ I g Rgg^gR^g l gisgiRguggsgr# g#g gisggiRggig- 
.sRR: gggft guRR; ggj^gigRg^tgigsmfegigtgigigiggdH^f^g 
ggft gift gg#g 1 ggg grqft'Fgigftsgt g?gi«#q RRqgg grg§ w 
gggft | fsagtsR ang: w ?R I siggg Wi: ggft gggtggft ggRgg qg 
g# ggggigtsR ggftgi g gfts ft g# ggR gw^fegragt I ggr R ggifggigg 
gtggg'gggR ggRgiqiwiggttffgqft grai ^grg. 1 Rfagrft ggR ftRfRgg 
graj gjiRtgggggR gggftrgft giai gsg 1 ^rigggig. glsg g?r qftaR ifoig- 
^tgftRgg ggR 1 g^sftft^gt sgig; g# graft ggR are# gsgatficgr? 1 
fqftgftft I gg f| ^ f% 55«nc l 

r^^jcqicqiM^I flMT I f^Rlwfa I I 

^I%T ^ 3£^l?mMH=KT m TOT^n^T 

| | ^^I^lg^R 0 !: 'T^sfMt'^dSNc^: 




WH ^ ^ , 

m m wi cF 5 j*r^?^f ^F?R^n% mm- 

I ^ W fc^rf: 1 ^ l 

cunf^ ^ q t fl'R: Hisft ^ ^ fc^rf: I ’T%fj 

1 ff i $$ \ wm 
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( 8^ ) I 


§ Sfei ^ I *wr i w? mm? 

fldt *jR RWFI^|Rsk«i TOW R#^ df| 3l«W$ta f% TO*f qjSi q*j=fq; j 
^MWi f| HH^TO3NTO #&§3JTO* | fl ^ qR §TOTO* fi^q 

33^ ^ TO ^IWTOfl^ W% | I 1%^ TOTOTOqq 

TO^ifra «jjWf: I ^ sw^res; s&m flftsrcc I <rat 3#&frai qftr 4- 

TOTOJIP? 3ITOftlsTO&r: | 9TO fl3#fi 5q^qiW^PT§ d qq|q{^- 
^5^s*fera^ I dais^q qidfwT 3raq$(3 f% i raro 3*tf3TOra qj§g. 




Wf WSETOt 


PH%I I ^ i fl ^ 

TO«<nfi0 htto# ijfRfif to #sq 

g^TOd i rajTOTO TO 
^j ^ it I w- I rawraFrr fffrarcro 

RRrf i to qra fern 



fpw; | to ^ 3^TO3rifKt i toU 
q q^sf qq TOTO*ft 

I TOTOSTO %?TOTOt nm 


^rm q 


w*ra fwn ^roqR 
^mf raro 
agrowra ^ to 


3 ^3^®3TO<toto fra | to wSrsft raw qfenra 

frqif | s ra fam fra | a ^ra % wm$: \ ^iTOnrara TOTsroraq; j 

ft <pftra I TO#W? q§3d d^RTO?: I ftdi 3^ 3TOT I 3**T TO fTd | 


{^531333 #TOTC 3: H *4: I 3TOTOt *Ts I TOB^T TOTOlft I TO& 
toi^ fira^ 1 fi «rafi srofrogro ^ TOt wroft TOTOram%3ira 
TO TO qffra£ dfRrqftra TOra^3>raSRTO3 qq; To: TOTO'TTO^fe § 
q^TOTO 1 !: sgw to fra ssw i ^ 3 tois5*to ? i stot I TOTOSIcU 
toR 1 TO ™S%ga^s<£rcr gira to wto qf stoto: i 

raRfqcdd^uRi5l?is^( ^raf^crftdFqR*. I tra^^iRrora^ %5 *p[ito3It3- 
f^t ^g: WlRR 3iq flJTO ^T ^ I raq rRtS^TO ^TOIfra sq*5 
^ic=L I OT(cTOTOTOira3ni h qqfiqtsqRq: i cif| q^fR frRW wrra TOts- 

^ l toR qra ^ql to $**ra t \ ^rod i i d^(| 3q ^ H^ra i 
^ § tf*m ^3 toito i 3i fro^ra ^5 l q^raferatdRq qrra- 
v^ranldwrau dtm^^iq TO3i% ^Wq^g^ra ^ra mfo ^ 

TOiTq3ra% I3rajq: Hf[ra3^:q^TO3JTO 3dd fR i ra^ra^nR I 

tow** f| ^jfyw s;i33q3> ^qf *$»* i ^ra R^ra^ *$*# ^3^rat- 



TOT. Sf. t® ] 




(w) 



a£t i iproN&ifa to fljsTONrcftffofoft a TOroftatsft- 
wwrmjw#! I tot snil&<Hi®i5fe a€ wt a aait aat ssri aftar TO& 
^ Rl^sr ^ a*hPrriaai%ft RTCRf®iaa% a wt ate 3 fro* 1 a4a)a 
?BP^ f fRRT TO: TORaifta>ilsft ate a wtsft 3 HJTR: l ftelTO 
spfonSi;: I 5# aite w: I afifa: TO^I W?flf"ITO IteaHU aa: 
TOteiia# TOtTO!: I^-PTOJ TO^ TOt a*4fotel 

Ritei ate: sitell aalro 1 i% ftraa ii aate 

TO TO fltet | TOt *1 ??ITO#5FW 3*TO TORaKfa 

T*ta afRTlsft | aritearofa fTOf TOTFaa aR # I te^aaft at 
^tpritot aaaRsraa^cta: TOaffi? tatMaH TOirorf: I a a fiten^ # 1 
f^aaatta Rte atet ate a aar | aaftearaa toto ftaroteRia 
|te: ITOte^^laftftTOS'T^^ateTOaaaaRfteTOR- 
TOR ate? ? fTOl I STO ft# I aVw « tte^ftaftteA 1 fatsft ft fas- 
ten? I TOt %ft I Tate T 3 >Faa: a4tea: 1 a te faa*aiTO: TUWTO- 
stsariaafcaWi: 1 aite to ateaa 1 fte: araste I ftte 3 sugars | ^ 
gsnteiaat tet I as TTOTTO ? I TORtea: TOW I TOR: tetatsaf ate: 
tet TO TRteai S ate: TO 3TOTO. I aSRR5w4ts4 f? TO5R^TOTOR: 
TOR: TO: TOW I TORTO TOR: I TO teaa. I ft aTOWTOTOt: TOTTO *R 
TOR: TOW 'tewi? I TORatete I TO TOR«IW$l'S.<ate*r T#taRT- 

$a larooiTOR: 1 a3 tototo a tetifftafog te torr atet ate 
TOTOis^roft 1 Rte aaauteaft afflft at te TORrote to ate ^ 

TOt aatea:ateaR 3 aftfaaf&aR3TORTaateTOateiapaai — 
mjdia«a TORroteatet a(4ft 1 Rjtete^TTOifTORTOjraaa 11 to 
tor aftarosate a$a% I Raawairateteat to TOftate l Rte ate: 

TO ttete tor: I TOT TOTRKft I aTaronTOI^TORTOTO If 
nte a a aaaaiafte 1 a aateronateteiaa wiaaitetete 1 ter- 
<raroTOi"gTO^: TORTKairo Rtenf 1 Rgteafte 1 aroHteiite: 1 
to TORa^rotetteteate ftaaaite J I TOaa 1 TOro^rnapR mi4 
^roai4 a 3 TOro faiai^^TO \ aat a « a: TPTO>$la 

%ala tor: a^«aawiariawa. aW-WTO i a i a, I TTOatwa^ TOia^T- 

1 tor to^tor §a TORtanaR^TOifTOTaRftsaf «p 1 



(■*«) 
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333# ssi% i g® I ^ i w i K i fl - 

F33s I 3K I3W HI®? W ait R> 33fl.333«lr3I5 I ff ^?3Jl3 | 3* ftt3ut I 
m f| ^3i i 3 ti 5i3i%3Rr3 i3ifg»33*3T3i3: I wrft i^R wi uwkw 

®3%r# 131313.1 af33i%3Tft l 3%®®3# i 33 ^ 3©i% 3 % < 01133 - 
#33# |St: 5# i%ito ft 3 % | $ 33 >t 3 i %33 #13} 3^ 1 ##15 1 
I 3tf%3: <faf 53# 33 3JT®3T, 3 

331 1 *n% 3#: 1 wngftwwt *wwft«ra(fow»i: t f§$#n® I 
fl3#3^?i ^frPw 3 331 1 ^atspCT^Rral^ t$3 3S3 3 33§ 
sqmi ww+aftwifo 3 %3t^S3fft5 3 %?n%3ft 1 sr 3 wwifiWwtWR- 

^[%|3lf3Ctq 339: 1 -m 313:. 1 f# 3& 1 

$# 3 # I 3f?3 3 53 833 : p^fei 33 P 3 m 3 # sm a 

3i*3M3t3[353(l33><333ira,33i smstR^fiq^WfR.... 

5 i%Pt ’#% 335313 : 3333 * 33531331113 ^ wip 3 r| 33531333 33 - 

5I53RI JCTtfer 3JN°313> 3131# ^KWjfel. I # 3?§: | 3f3 

%5f: 533133>Prfo | ft$3: 3 5f%% | 51315 3333 ^ I 3 3 3#3 
34 # I 553 ©33# feWPt 33#3^^3(%3RI333T 33$ 3=53 31# I 
33: 3#3 33: I 3 3 ^I331# 3 53: Witt. I 31$ 33it3I33#3 33$sft 
3I3RI3: 3RI3^ 1^5333133 I J3 $t3l5 I 5333331® I #3IS- 

33^R3W 533=533313 # 353 533 313551533 I 5153133#% 33 3®l% 3%3 
3^13: 3%Kt 33313533=533 ^3 S3I3Sl^t 331 33t 31% 3# | 313 f| 
33333 53# I^3fe 3lfe 31 33^3* 33% $ftT I %353 

333 qW3?335I3^33RIfl3WTI33 %^33iM- 

I 3f| 3?I# #5333 ft 5q##t3If | 3?%? 
| 3ds=W3% 5p# ^3353: 3133% 5jWw?3j#3p3 

«313&# I srarro'Pt #11 33 ®53: 3IP SW-|t3lRt3333I3#t%:^3W3 
3KMW 3ftt 33 3? 33^3 353m53T#33#3 S3I3f%: 531155331=5 33 I 15 
i WIW tp353W #3# 331 531®5333$ TO# #t33WI33l3«W- 
s#3N3ig fc | 3 itftRt I 33: 3 tl*S® TO#f 3# 

f333% 533®# I 3 3IW3I3nW 5ITOTO3T: 33ftT3^t #5t I 3^13353 §3t3t I 
333! ^3^3g3I3m«I3I33f3 3¥I3^ 3# 3W^3 3^ ft333I33pl3^R %3- 
f%I# 33Cl& I 3# ftl# 35 ^PR3W 533^3 ft*?! \ 313 ^3 
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qr^frai ( n ) 

^ fSPt ^%IRIfT I m?5i | fllfM ilipqsircqfe 

’"fa ^^t^rrafFlf qpl ^ ^xq| g^rs^pis?^§% 

I 5RRWffr% i ^ 51 qjg I 

^ ^ 'WW'H ^ «re& f% *trc: i | 

<Kwi’j'rcra; w^cto^ i I tra; i aiWh i 

^^m^I^qmROT \WI * vft'fm | wm %?$ =3 qPFTOis^. 

WTI^lfe^T% 3^1 ten Wi *WR Wc^? 1 gte^^Rtetel | SRqRqq? g#R 
F$TO[ ? I m: W ® T ^ ^Wcg# m^SHrte^RT I *flq: | 

snfimq^Rmm i i srte %^ttt| i m 3 m 

teftetetei w 1 m hiww %y4m\- 

g i t#ter# %s ^qgte crater 

^ ^ ^RI^^Ic^WmISm-TOT f 31: qgfs: ^TIc^ q g 3^fT^#nter- 

?mm: m%Rq%gq^wra$ §tew?ro i ste^ro*? 
teteitete ^ R%atel 3 P%% I m 
sg-cb^TO?? terc gteiSn qwqig fW: I i 

HMiftemitem^ ^ mm mi %cra; 1 m ^ 1 sr^m^rng ! 
^tftertes # i ff ft #nste w wlfeqift 

qraqr%TR | ^ ^ qqisRcqtf i^trs^cin: wm- 

«te 1 ^f%Rr^i: mm wm site 

siw. \ 5^ mm> wpi mm$\ tew: mm 

*wm ?:^i@> 5 fi ^tf f% 1 teteftero m- 
*rrte<?atet *rteteroH fifties | qi \ w&m4 sretift 1 
qrte »te& swt*ten%r I sqite sinter ^ \ 

fteRiqxnrqra l mi mm m. ^1 m $m- 

m^: m ^rteteq^i tetef%: 1 mti m\ 

mim 1 m e 

^ fq^cr: m mm fi% 1 I 

1 m&A ^ wm&gs \ 

1 3 fTH^% ^ 1 \ ^ wm* \ i^kter* 1 mm wm. 

£m |g: %z$m 1 m ^ ^tete^rq^wf 1 s m$- 
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?srt: i *rr§ <Fst<iRuit i aefmRfa ssi^^a##: 1 

<m4h% I aft fipS I %Ff°I TO % SSRf ?ft $R: | qfo reB F rew itl SB# | 

aftRaffoarit' I israRsa 5 i®?pbi5i% i a% 

%af*foa; i «ra#ra^ sra*assFli aaro i 

|ir: aim*# Vq?gpa # i ^ a nat 'l awa) : rss am 

f^U afm^l a I qfl#sq aa Itf a f%aia?%% | aTaraTCTsaia 

?ft l arcpi a^Riiat aai% ai# 

3-^ct 51®# a m# a^ja: aaraiR^p'T: #iaat aife# | TO ^Wili - 
ma WRitRPfcrc^! a g^mt ^iafift a atsfer frg sqiaram- 

#5 amsftft i sgRta sriasat ^Rmafaaft n 

# ftftam$«maiai R ^ qg .qi as’ftagi afRsaqiwtaftaai aif l 
tCftftmi# I mftsfW Pl v :qf##[ #fap ffq TOW; | ait#: ? I flisnfoatj- 
SRfoaiaTO I aat?iai TOIlfa I ftiTORi f | 3pm: fliaafta# | 

ftfro: ? i aw: 1 mm? araaftaro n 

fsrtfia i fltaamftsft i qw fc g w g ?a£ia aim^faa ^ 
^rof nfaa; i aiftam aftra^ srtfonitaafi njwa wjua i m 
cpn? i siftsKiq aRsawafaEteft tf^a; # 1 1: stftffsii wratfii 
ma aiafaaftma aft<a ^aift i aa maftoi qftfta# ftftEmRaRftsai: I 
<m-. jto ifir aii fef s ma pi wiwwg g , l a*n fata iftftga: snftaft $aa 
g=afe i <#a?ift si?mrcftft-3# afoft wmn^npEr: samt g^aa I m#aaifti 
5i?#in afa# #: «na<aaan?3: mamiftrafamaa fta^; mawaas;: i atft i 
namfitasifta a# am fft I siafta m: ami a amiteam: arai%Rra- 
#<n§t l aawra ataianipwnt a4: aiaaaa ala affiftt stsar# ai#i 
«mft?iasiaari&ta RsMt i #ti%at%iaa arsjpi Jpaaioicaiitla i arifcaift l 
smaRfoa^Racaaaif^t: I atm mu t ai a aiafaa I aa aaisN 
^ I sctwi ft Ramta ft<#saaiapi a aiapiitft $a?4: 1 
3 na#ra «pat aia aiasma: fraiaarnirafatcaa: % Raiapf l aa aai? 
atamaaa ana^ arit I apt whiw ai®Ra R$aaia Raima a*ai- 
ftaHRa^aRaici.l arniRRi affnapawiR a?aaqtRlRifia av^wRia I 
ai^aiK l am ^ ^ftmaampira#i5iimg^ ? #i aaai^a^awi- 
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tc*T: OTTN' W^^iRltcTO SRT: OTt ^* 

| 5I33R?? Hd<WMrM^R^F*IOT I I 

I 'im F& wi wr: bt anr i ^ *wt *ff^ : I gferof 

Sjoftr 33TS#T dlc 1 ?^ | W&A d Wt*I W 3 ^ I dxdMIwt^ 

Pfcqfq RRrg'RW ^RPTfiCgJrT^ { 3pf STqFH I 

cfc^q gsra; i w tdrar^rrat i <rw ^ 1 ft wm$ \ 

<m$ mmwi \ ^g g rato ro tpsiRfai^ i mz&m l i 

to: JFR3T I 3%#t i ^swrtol: i 

^n^fesrott mm i ^ l ft <raf^ot- 

^fwr ^rt i m wvvm s$t: ^ f4 w 1 ^ aw 

% ft I 5lto ^ gfeto fr I ST *T wft J^lSWFH J TR^FT to: ^I°Ttt 
s q^r ft sr tTOironwn l p^jt^tr ssret i s *nt jptef #f 
fcTORffR^r: I toiit sq | m\ m pi%ttm a5to?j- 

^|SpM» I ^ S* ft«TO |TO ft I*3F 1 SST ft totqS wt 
cp *# ^r^r trfi \H to wtt i ^ qttont qmTfrowsq^fTTt j 
3FF^ 3^d a^tt ^ | TOTOTftWireRPft I df^ | TO^RM^FW% fW 
qjs f^r fc*mt i mi ^ i zm rnksg. wit srisrk top^BSr 
m m mm: ^nwR^fit i asr ^ sm% pto4 srs wm sa f^t’ 
Bet %qfi r m w ss ft i OTSfWfiTOaronSi tost i m 
*Fm*m twitsamiq: mtm sr ^p^Jirt- 

^rm^: to%r ft 

TO I 9TOTO W SSTH | I WR# 

S<T: 3^: I d^T ^ %d?4 $&W profit I ft ^ftw dc#T | 
d 9 -TT %dd | “ 5l$t4^ts§TO^TO*r tofli: l d^I# to ^ftHSTO 
^iitt ” I ^r q^fi^: ^ sift^^qRi: i 5^3 f^n- 

I m 5f ^ ^fi^qt | a«n ^ q^it^r 

I ^T “ toKrt I TOW- 

TO?5r^ HqffeRotiTbflt ” I ^ I ^ITOtt^ritTOJ- 

| awnt srtfro ^ wra; } Hmwt mif^TOT- 

ft TO^ w tj t to; i 3t#|t srtofr 



3?} tort l hr iggrft to&r #Rt I TOra i ®I)Pff#i 
R |® i w rrr% | totototr fa%a#ret i torr^R i 

*flTOKR%TORRTOI[3 I TORI# TO1TR TOK T I g&tei <TO 




*\ rv r\ 


WTOIdRHdRdfaMc^ I TORIRIH TO1IRTOR. | |cRTO sqrp af^pg; | 
tor; 3 RfRtwPwllRflafift l hr Mhhi gai^t i hr a sraR ^ gaR- 
h to sriPhrt h§h ft sad# aw i hhtssrto atmiro trow 
'tran i%rirt RHRtftfspRR h stor; i # (S.^wPii g^ran i I^totor 
I rMto% flMwwfewNR i ^aBroi^malPt rtoirr ht#rr 
R -= di)cR R *R RREt «€t to: R^fitTOffatSH Rif | H^fifo anR I If IrRR- 
51% RfR!&P#% I %TO#l5TORRTiR R %§)HTO R%^Ri#Hr 
*rtrri< 1 i RtRTOftRRrifft i RiroifRifoca %ai%ri#WTOiR- 
PwPlrTO Pfcaict. i agiitarofa ft a ra a E foari# i 
iroiqftHrcw f%R®%pi: I 
aatsR rhirir f%%. tow r awi# toreto I a#9f 
an ate# tor% RtR# torr 4 atea tow ? I tohh^- 
HragpraR^wWlHa: to %R*gRR% h ^ | rhwiih, I h Rg 
atga# Rwt toito i torrrhPr %ftroi. i fit aig ^ggm 

SRPt: g>|§: I RltTOI? I WMkWf't Ml fOTWtH=% I fHRtRRTTO # I 

P%MrtorMrt %atiwrE matTOiaRT flf | pfsgttR a faift a| 


HHHfRcRR: I H^R'fcd'WNW^N'hlR 


RTOT 


gigcTO I TO fWttf^W HRRfH I fSRHRIHH $H # I iEFTO R%- 
RPTO^t fTOItWi: | SSRt %fe«t Rf*t TOiflftRWlit HW I HRI%.| 
5tffRI TOPHI diiafHwt «RMkl' , *AwidHI RviafTOldl# SfapRI* I WWtt I 
dil^TOW 'RRHTOHIH. I HRHiM%HTOR # ttftil f% aft®} ? I 

%h.h H%iTOtH%%iR I rpr to Mwhhih. i TOtronrot- 
^ r^rii IN h ^ h # : 'Pnfefit a l toithrih. I aar H top# 

3p# HP!#?#: H H R%RIRHaaHRH TOift^ TOHTTORftf: I 
?4 top H%a?q[%afeRi I ## R hcrRS l aPtPtaaflPTOT: 
gf#aa%HHTOtt I TO75TOIT f| HHHt TOR RiTOTOTOt Rrot- 
^qt5R3 aSiaRTOR^TO ^ PiRRRiS I R 3 TOl RTO#RR: I 


^ fit q q^TOfTO I 

d^iiSl'EitiH^HlniTioq'l^qt | R<UHHc=t|S=i | ssjjtj^pp^ ^ I gpqj. 

TOl<.: wwfi ^rri| flis(4#%.' flft 3^l#E(T I P l ^H- 

e#f W'&Wk; i 3)»n^siqRb<RtwA: ft4ct i #| anf<ra: i 


stWTOi: I f TO’ I PWqtSTOfe | 

a tf4°^t.Hv , ft t tifiii%'t>Witi. | R>Pk^f | fro 

# fffa s?#Jis%^nft fifefft *r TOif- 
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?5J$: | I ^ f fift# 5135: #54 #j 

ffef f# ^ 'wwra^ I fsiron^t f sram froi **#* I 35 : w- 
ifTOI f»n if to srarorof fff4 ^iRw^Rwqwwm^i^His- 


sR$f TO. I tTORifl^5PTOSqtfi3jf5tTOTO cTO: '1TOTON f Rt: I f*IT 

if f% wrtci qrof w 5t i a^roi sirorirof: wirto 

rt> , ... . •> _ ,.,,,, r?s,, • , . , , , , , , >>,,,, . . . >> ... ,, . T > . .,. ^ - . 

VW*V\ TOR q^II^IRWIW TOT: MRMhMIWtf I 

l ftwiR fit f^WR: 1 1 WJIRTO: fftw4l*WI 
flUfSfeqS: | 3^TOm«T_ l 3 ^RTO#R^^(§Rt5H^R 
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qs srpto i 

^ ^ifit i m 

i>T%5^r i ^ fit ^rrijm^p. i q q 

qpcqqq^qiq qW^qR^I^qicSRRTflT ^ WW \ m 





aTHTqiTOltfT^qi^^KdlKqcqqR^wi^ 


m\% 



TOiqqts^r^njqqR^it'i q n 

I q q|| re ft 

*m rfr: n^m\ ^ ft rrercfat: 1 5#q%%tiqf' 

I qq ^Jl^WH: TOTO? 
i iTORRqqi^ qRW^q^ s?Riqr ^WM^iq^RK^^rohs- 
q^T di M H^ q q q i qt qqr qcq^ros: ? i (%q i qff 

sSmrct ^sq w fmsft reri^q: sfomm 
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qr i qq q .mqqqgqq^s^^ p>: 
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I awq ' R ftfa : | 

a a fft ^ra; i 

SFWI q,a aat yfqewRi: amagarr: Taa^aii^aiq^r a*pa 1 ENfia | 

3PT f% agft 5ETWIR f^RT aa f%*Tc, aflapiTf %fo$Ta 

lift I saaifoRwari^fir I aNitaft aisqaa^ i aa ain aa^a^awia 
aaata: ##a: a ^m#it a Tmf^aaraa! w^g qatf^; saMia I 
a a It wa a aiRiaj a«n ftraiR I aaqRa: ^ir^raiToiiwiaiT- 

aa wi w% qapRiaaaaaiT^a | atejar a a^aa^: aqraaw’i a 1 *^ i 
taiar Mfrutwifikt srenaifeftaa, i aat aiarqaiataft a% a^aapaia: 
#s*wmQww I ^warftaif^capgqitaia aaai^a %#^fT®iT^i gfrf%i aa^- 


HEat£aeca^r^tiii2iFi5CauuEgatB^^^li;^»yfcll5it5ESciSgg3 


w*ra; I *R# wm sr- 

l 3*OTRflt: ^RT^rr^M^Roi p^p# I ^JR:*RrJT f% 
I pH^igcWt *RRM | 

j m ^ * #[£R JR I I I^TR- 

$m p?fr: ^^ni^ifJT^n|cq?w i ?r mi \ m- 

r srf^is^jfe: m: i ^iri^rt mm I m <m- 

^iwm ? I i w'fc^K i ^ I ^ 

wzmti I ^RTS^RiPR WSRT m- 
TOt ?^R^Fqq%R'^RR: l ^TRIcRRM m % : I I ampRRT- 

ftm j mzs I m i 

stator m^m^i I v ^RTcR5iR^§;Rqra | '<Hmmmi q^TOTRftis 
i m mwi mt m&m m i m%re*R %ra I m 

^oTRn?f^ i «r ^ mm tot 

I I m sn%qi^s#R% vim w$r 
<wg-R3 I srfrs q^m siri^rb; i mt jjrrhrr m%< i 
m f% ?5RfRi¥RqR# m ^ $wm *r q^rqiHRRRR I * %% I 

5[ R Mlct 5 i f 53re*raT# «nq«i: ^ I ^ tor 

criM tototf \ 1! 
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i a%fa I aa ^I^iRm aa§ a^ 3aaife<Na&iai3l 

l fro^feqift i *nafa£ ap; t anfa£ to afro i to^- 
I aaaal aai 32?^: 5^|^T aafe feral: TO ^ 

fepRPn areaifift: aroforoa a m^m \ a aifa^ 
3TTO 1 TOlf^ai^TO I ?m cff| 

^ ■R^HJH^l'M+iM '££%. | a ^TOTOI5^^»TM?[ I 3TOaiqif$S{qFII- 
I OTS^TOT 3I®TO R?TO TOa I TOca& Tf tfaiaTOiaaaq^- 
T^ra^TO TO 1 flT %TOcT I ffo aTO* 

aisaron toto ttoc 4 fra i aiaaaa 3 s4aft ^ rasrafe atft *%- 

3TO | I aa: #t TO TOItTO- 

ft^s^r i swrofer a 1 aqaa?r to%^| siroa; aa? toftop; 1 
toiitow- TOiiro snaffea^Nfer. 1 aaif| aia to qiaifi a^q to 
° iTrTO a rarar *mr toi^to mm aroi%: to i aw- 
Tgpaasfef %aift ^fq q& TOUTO | aa; TOa#Rta 
aafa k 4 a sj# q%sft #q »!^i#i^ |fe i aa«r iTOq^rof 
to ^TOroif ^3: 1 a awfw 13#^: to 1 ara ^ $<re*4 sirofe- 
rartRrerai^rt: TOj 1 3=^ 1 4WwfflRf%: fd^r^icqiwrt Iterfaaa 
a %$& 1 ftcafoaf^a fero 1 a?raateqara 1 %as amraro TOfa^iar- 
t%3^toto ^ fa^pf amfei amragswrafa totoi a to^t- 
rw 1 ^ ^FaauT?n£f q^ffra iia^ *m ?zmm <ftf 
aaTO I S#TTTO TOTO: aa: TOffe^TOI^^rt I 3RT ^ 

^ q^T TOPSRpi TO^TOTsft ^TO^nt^^TO^l^ROllR- 
fawaa totot to&toi %roa a qaaifa aarsrona^faft I toto 
fifcgr ^aiaia ^ rafeSft 1 araft 1 a*qn%s: fcg^ifi& aR q# acam; £?TOt 
q ^tto aa: simqi^i^qkia^: l ^ ^to aa: TOTOmrnrarq- 
3TO: I TOm ^q cTOa Tff a^ a »p|: 5WMRTO: 

TO I ®w ararai to TO^a a ai^a to#^: # %^arq aiRrac- 
?ag; 1 aar < ra ii^ ^ raT# s ad l q qi atd ia <f to TOna: l a pa # 1 qaft: 
aroncsm a^r a ^i%aa: I I a nfera^i#iift- 

^fqa; 1 ^roaa , aaiariqa aaaaia; 1 qf^yia a TOiai ajaia 



C ^ [ Hf|, n # Jo ^ 

wvwmt ’jawf TOT # 1%?: | I I 

^rfet qjron^ *4 nw^nw l hto £r^ i 

| q?t TCTjfoft STMlf^T w 

??<w I srismM EtJw ^R^Hw i^ ri 

stotot § ftI* tot i qtt qpr 'j^wi ^ &g 

<P I fl ^ 5» TO^K'tl®! ft I JpnsjR** I <j?r 
^nji^r qqwq^Riq i yzmt %: «# i 'mmtf 

I qrq qi%q$faT gap# ftPfassqqj. 

w*RI3 i m^rqS^q^r qiiqq^q #r: *rftj \ 

iqqi^raTO^rqi^Tr^ qsn%i qsra^so^qiqii^q fqqiqt i 
OT ^^qTflM^qiR^qiqOT^qq \ q^ifqqRq t| ^q- 

1 31©^q HH^ITOIW, | qiqqi^q^g Rftrf^ROMW I 

q^sfopraft m fitera® \ m\ \ qg q^n qfct qrft mvH 
^pqmifq^qq^qrq'icqq: i m q|q mm I q § q*ps- 

^ira i qftiFn^ wrcraq i qqrswqi#! i q* mR ?r sro i 
q^wra; i §r% qf^qq q^qqfRqiq^ I 

qq^qiw I qfq#?qiMiqj I qlfft mm; I q^iicqi^ i 
3 ft w?: i ^iqf^qiqqq q^qq q^qsgqjp^r 41: i q fqqncqr- 

^q^i^q^qm^<4%qmwcqi%^: i fe qqqroq ^qrwrmqq 
ffq B 3x33: I OTf *TO* “ ^q%qTSqqq*q fiqft: ft' q#qR[ I 

q^q ^q%cq ^ifq^n $> q%4r n ” ffq i qqqq|q#sft mrfqqFfqmt q w ! 
u# jprqqrqi %qqi4 ftqRwriqfWt qTT%qqT5praT qi ? i q^wqsr 
^qf^ntqiqqqq ^ i i%t ft qq 

ftqralgsn ? | q*qq q qq?r §<rci q^ fqqi# q *qiqj ^q qq;qm- 
?q?qi# i qqi art qsqarw^qiwiPW ^qrac i qqr wi 
q*q q^q q ftiqftq^qrqfRT q4c^ i qqi qcqfqqi%% m ?m\ qi% ^ i 
3TO fqvq% | 4sq qq^q ? # qp^ I m q qiq^iqiFq^q: i 

c qRftfe on wt qiqiFqiqiqici i qrfq q|cqf%: i mi^q fqqiqqi|cq%^qTOU ^q- 
^ ^ ^ I fqrqiqiCqq^qiqiqt wit qq%q^qqiqiqT qr ? I 
wj: q^q^T %qr q^^^qjqqi^^qqcqi^qi qqlg^ifqqr^q qqw^qqi- 
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^ | rn f3$ffo: ^^=3^ | wi 
f% w%\ ! I OTlft ^ W ST p: 

^s^RTO^t I ¥?I 5}<fR: | p% | !#?: W TORWIHTOT ^TOT- 
^ si^oisr? ^n ?r i arSr * spfei 

i%q^ ftg 5pg I a*tt 

^iTO^M=t>dq§ #ist: i ^cn^r^ifewf l sgr- 


f^PTITOFFI^ | cwrfl I ST mm ?T^% ^F^jtt^st | 

vm mm ^rai^Scr | 

^^%rrl^TOq ^ sr % 3^i%Rx?f i s&m- 

*ri*rc *r% i 3f^f srifaror ^f^Ri- 

f?riSsq tgRft i rfcfcn*Mbi&r: m im m%t I srafnw 
mm& fc*rf: i ffcri 3$ q$ ^} 4l 

*T *T# H I 3STST§3[^f fi^WRHTPT^r fcqsqn?R *W- 

1 *NT T^R f% I ff TOfR3 

?T ffo: R f| #f ^T ^3T- 

ataaaiarat-a fta dagaia 1 «naia antia i aa*atai alafe ?taa: | :?aat- 
t%s; # l lariafa tia: I aattl m%r%t 5 Rq aat a 

^aai a at%: ra^ atia stfaariaa sfaaasirt t?aamti;saateaa?a ?ra l 
aia ga^ta I gtaaaal a*a iaaapa^a? gaa I tta a agga a aw l attaia i 
^gas^agt gtaa aWtt 1 #t gitawtg I gaftwap? aia I g %%3 
;jaai#g; gwa: i apraw atfts: gwMt l ^ a#^taaaitttetwaara- 


5!W gtaa aaa sterc: fa: gattwawa aa gat; ^aiMt«PI# 
■gakwa ^taiw awft§aaifs^iwa{t%gw at a^^satatari^awtiw 
wraiaa 1 awrig 1 aWs§fe«n*pnR& gat: aag«t ai^anat 1 awtai^a- 
ataatatft iaawn aat^a 3^ aa I aaiaatata^taia'adsga^at- 
atgtag 1 sta *Rta%awgattOT ft Safaam^ %g I faaafa I taaa^arft: 
to srjj ata^taa aatta, l aa aataat^taroa aafpataat^ 
m%i%tati5qtaa>tftg;aRft aaaasn^^i 1 aatft ftta^a ftaiatatattt. 1 
aaaaatafgaa agt^tia^a t%<HKaat^*fia 3a fiai^a ?ia aama 11 ataatu^a^ 
l?aa ^(araaAfiFat fasta g?a^; aaaa: a stataaatafa at ptra^: 1 
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qf^i%!Fqq 5 : j $ ^ffiqqqRffi 3 ^qq 1 sr^rt- 

1 1 pftfcq#n ms^m^m Kp?- 

f%CT R^T fcRTO ! ^ Ipq q f^rr Pf: qysqqh TO q mmyn 


I RMR^T R*lT ff H RrR^rn^^OI RI^iNlcqijeq^ \ %fq sp fa^ j 

qq?$q*«r qr q q q^qiq^q 1 m \?mk wv fq?qqmi& 

1 %W#C% R 2 T%n^ 1 qq«nq 

ftrR: 3 T®v qqtq 3 % *% ^c R ? Jd qfq j!f: qrftcJr 

S^i^Hcq: ^ fiq | ^TR^f | I 

mm m*m qffoqs; 1 q*qiqqqf^q*qt: wA qtf q^qfiiq 
J s^rciwl gq | sqfc m\\$ \ Miqwq qf| q&q 1 

m iqfcpqraiFjt *nqi*Rfeiq: 1 ^wwnwar q |qqr q ^ fw: *qiT^ 

^ q q*ftq: I q^iq^TTiq^TO ffq | q^T^iq ^iwi: I 

^S|ftrqiR 1% q: q?iq: q ^ 1%^ ismsqsiq^q l%$qq& 

Rqlqlsfi qff ^qi%qr^ i qq^R^n'fifq \ qftfq 3$ q^ 1 qf| qj&qRfeft 
%q^ qft Rqqfanfi 1% wrccqi^ 1 ftqit %fq I R^q^onqgqmfq- 
q^qqfq^jq^&Tq 1 q qi| qcqicqiqqtaiq \<m\m m\ s?q«?: 1 
qR %q^qrq^mrqiq: l%qq siqiq^fl qKqiqcqT^A^^q I W- 


fttqif i qqqq qfq 


Rqt^rqq: 1 ^ ?,q 


qRTftrRTK I ^qqf$*t I qq $qi%q^qq qq^iTOi^qf sqiqqqq- 

q^q^Rfq 1 qq: qRRmiqq%q fq?q q^s^q q^qq^qq^ 


qqq *p*cq#$ q f^qqqrm sqipqq: qqsrqqT^nqqqs* q*q%qqqr- 
iqfq l qqR& l *ftqiq%q R^mrsq fq#& 1 q^«? q^q: qq %qq si®^q- 
qwFqfq^Fq %qq qfq \ qq ^ q^^Fq ^ ifaqig: ( q qrsq %i qm qiqpj' 

fq^q^ ^?q qiq qmpqqfer 1 ^i^Fq^iqqqRiqiqi^ 1 qq f| 

qiqpqqfe qqq^^s^^qiqqqiq m ^iiq^qq^q m^m \ %#iq; ^ 

m q ^qi^iqqqiqq 1 m ^nwfsq ^qrsqfqcqi^ fttw sqifq ^ 
Rfqqi qrq^ 1 qq ^ ^scjcqqqq: i qiqqcq^qifq q ^s^q^qqiq^- 

qrfqqiqq; 1 ^q; qfW iq^iqpqq^qiqqqrcqqqqqqrs^q %q^ q tiq ^t- 
pq 1 ^q^qq q^ptiqq. 1 q 3 ^i^fq qrqRm^RT q^qq q q^- 
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^^y^Tfmq^T ( ^ ) 

I i m q a*q% wfa i «« 5 m ft «m* 

riwot* ^p^gwA^iBft fw i 3 i? q « iK) i q f tWKi^ 
^ • MwiRjq i r^jMt: TOwRfiwqftroq $qq?qra fito- 


RH qrofe qtflqq; I 




^RW^TORsn^: | q %qRa i q??ra ijaft qrofe i f% ^qvq r qif ? I 
mm SR^lfeqJII^ ftqqfq to $r: I | 

I TOWlM I qi^SW I tTOTOt ftTOqiftcqcqiqqq: | qpq^fq | fq^slq^ 
qt sttqoicqrofaTOiiqft qi^sft IqftMiRiqw fqqjqf q qaqq | 
r*m Twfroi I to# qtsroi qfTOWTOr ftrqiqqR fr qa qt rn fq?^ 
3 %swwwin qroiqq qiqq?qi%'2iqTOr%[ %qq^q qiqqqi to^ tow i aiffi 
ifl'ii^iq, I q ftq^roara^qqroqFR^iqt groq f?q§: i an$fam^ i 

qra TO#§Viif*i | nq I | 

qiqqiqiqfqq: i *rofcqif? ?jto; i to | 3 iq *# i *m ?pq*qi i aiaq- 
c'lH'arWwi^q i to Rgqi'tuquRwi i ftqqtiq<Rq qqjgqiq: ^ toi 
i mm airf^q i^Hraq: q toi i TOn^ft# i q ^ 
sftq?q?qqoift ^q$! | fqj^qb fliq^ %q| f^qrot^TOfl%^qfRTORTO I 
tort I m m. toi toi i totoi qMiq swrowra $ras i s^tortoitoto- 

RIcTOHITOftTOR fTOTOlft Hq^qifI%Hqyro| Tq^M | ^=MWq:i 

ftt: I q %TOTOt: fq^TOTOmt: fTORqRITOttq Siqft ftqqtiqSqqilTO 
toi l qqi 3 aTOTOTOTO: ms? aqroq^qtfqqTOTOqiqijqqirqiq. TOfqppqtro- 
qqRqqqiqifqcTOilra mtfid ^gqroqf^TO qr |qq#TOq q^ qpf %q 
ftq qt^roq i wtoto sroift i a^&qri^ l TOW^qqRroi qf& i airora 
afttqqi&TOii'ft q^af qziiq arc iRqm qRftftqqroit ijSroqq i 
\it ftqjq q*q q gf; I qfqfwsq, i qRmOTfeusiqqtrq qqqtq. i TOsmw 
iqiRi qqq # i qqroraro toto gro PtoRiu i touto 3 siroiii toi- 
qroaqilq qqjqqqti^TqqifqTOtqtqfiq qq^sqqk to# \ I ftcqi; qqimqi 
%jq|qtfTOq^ 1 qq: totoi#! ?roq|q: 1 qqqnqTOn? gro 1 
qlcqqq^raq: 1 ft pqqg^rotqfq?q: aniifa^f'raqqjqRiftfq 

^ftqnfiiTO i 11 qq qisqro qit-rf: ? i qqi qt toi 

sqfqqRt « w iqqs: m ftq^; qsqiTOiiqqK'icqi? aiPif^fqift 1 ^ 
qtgroqiqsrqfq: a^qt |q: fqqroiTO^qigqTOi^w'^iR w» Riwi^qt 
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ihcRh^r^h shiw. stirgicW?*. l ht ftsRi% $ft ri i^t t 

$jtrt ^§k ri ftsi 1 r mt ^rmcwi R srtrrhr f^cw^r 

| m srirrhr I mm h ffe;: i 

r%§3RisRTHRrc: hi^rt^rir# srcrphIhi i m ri^tor i 

v\hm rsr^rri #wri i mm\ 5urs?S 

m% ms$ % hi rrir r r rirrIfthm fRHRRifH i r?# 

tmv t r Ifls^RiWh hrrl i rr«i hmih^irihh <srrrtir- 

cRlif i RR^tR I ^IRRft WIR <SRf% RRIR | W%RcRrfe& 

Bm HIRIRHHIH^fiR RR RRHHHn^HR HM f%fHl%fHffflR3; I HR R 
[RcH?R#& ^raPljRWW ^RH^R ^IcHRIRITH^HSfTIRRRIR flR I RH 

THcHR^fRRRR5 RERIHS; I HHI IRcHt frf: ft R5RR I%Ht $RR RIR- 
q^Rf | R RTRcR^I I RRI HISHI RH?IHH%HTHr SHf^ HI HHIHiHIRHR- 
^RRm^THHI^RRI ^!%RI^II%IRRHf IRL i ^I^RI^WRHRR^HR HISRH 
^RWRcRRIH | H^IRRSRW HR, IRcH H*PR R>1§ RHITR R %RH 
fR RRRR 1 Hf^HHOTTOI IRcR*Rtt%HcR*R | *£TO$RcRrHHI I Rift HIR- 
q-g^T q^r; j | R H^I: I%HI: RRRHIR: I 

RiRR RT | RHFHIR^R Hf^f^RIR^HMIHft^Rlfe^^f'R^IIRcRRI HHf- 

zjtm fft I ^fRcRR^RRR^ R HIR^IH HR! I — - 

3j=*fcq| | RRRlR$fRRR$HIR 1^IHI#S^RHIH3RH ! 3Hlf| HRI 3lfl 
RI'RR^HR *R^RH HMlfRRIHIRR- HHHiHHHRIIH^HI^IRR R ^ R 3IRRITR HRI 
RR^RHIHRRi |cRPTIH: I RRI^R HHRHT f|d)R5IRTRIS|^ RIR HR I mfe- 
TO^RIf^RRI^R RRTRIR, I RHlft HIRFHN^HITRH^tR RttRl^OTlWIT 
^WRlfR^ fRRTcf'THScHlH RHT ^HRTHRISIR JScRI|ScRIR^f I^RFRcRfR 

wtlR l SRT^TOIR: I RHIH fIR I ^ ^ I 

HHftt HR ST^RR i ^HR^W^R^H^IR I ^ 
(R cRrRU^H RcRRIR I fHR^IRIH I 

' R<HIR^cRlftfR ot|h: I SHHURH 3HHR«H ^RR^R ^IRig^R R 
RRTRI1 RJIR^RcRR R^RR I 3JRHRIRTH R^^RR I RRcRH-RflRf^R ft RR^RIRHH 
Rl^TIR R RRrRIRHTflRW5R% 1 HR R?R RRcRI^HH RTRRTR^R 3I^R 
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i qreqi ^tr ifrig i cn% 

RqRFFqt ^TR pt l qq $F%TO | 3 RR OT ff^nft 
I%RR q ? I $cq ^ | t# ^qRf^Rl|q ^ flt I 

ifa W^pR! sqRqiqq | RRFqMcqqq e?|IWM { 3R: Rqfq RRfTOf T H- 
^r^rit^r %qqf qsem \ qqqiq 1 ^Rfq?%r 5 ^iR?n^Rr^ j * 

WCT-T: | 3% I%44sRc 4 flRRgR I%^5f^q44 g R<R Rqfal^RiqR 
fit f%R I qjqsg; ! 

“ WR c#^ fiq?T ITxR^ | RR^R Rq^RR || » 

fit I 3TTf^nT% I Hcqflcfqiffqf qfRR^q qigqRRrfiqqR! q 

iM S>3 cIFRftft: ^RflR^TOR Rq R%cqq?rW!S^qq I WTO? fq*- 
ffe ^ *RtlR RqM: 1 SR^R Rqqi^q q^Tspi^ft IR! Iqft^r | ^^qi% 
fHgRTqfq q qi^qq | f q f l ^w4h% l srq^qqfciq #q$ 3 ; 3 ^ 
1 Rf%qq fq fRi^ 1 ^tftfqfq I ^RfR^fqt Rqto r rri 
q Rqfc^ 1 awiqsrwf qqRqqqqRiqm ^n% rq fRif | 

q RTCRlt I ^HRTOJfq mi%qq | jq fRTf ifqqqqit | 31 

Rq i^Ri R!RR 3 f q qrqq; 1 qqqqi fit 1 q^ ft qqpqi: 1 q^qq^qq 
fcqq: I qgr qf ^R^ISq: RqpRqqqRRqqi qqf q qfpsfi: | qpff^qj 
m\^\ t qpfq:i to $qfcqnt 1 ^ 1 ^ 1 % pq: skr: jr 
H tfiRRJR: TH^R Rqi^q%q4: | 3R ^isq W qjsi qt^qi spf fcRIf j 
tit I q^lRR RlXT^I i 3RR wttq: RRiqqRSfcqif i ^ %r j 
^tit m?m qn%: i aqq^q fiqq qqfeqH^qqqqRRR *rr: 1 3p^%% j 
q^qqm4 itt^qi q^qq frq^qiqp=fiq: | R^q tfqqqi^q qi^i 
Rqi ^iqfrTRqi | q4l R^RiqRfl^tqiq RRIfRltsmiq R flRqgq*^ j 
tpw4ct q qpqiqr htr* mrqisfq qn% qif^riqqqqWpfq f/q 
Rftqr?r ^^qisfem«nRR 1 qqq Rqit q^ifq qqw^iqq fcqirqiqqi w?~ 
qq qrqq qqisqi^ipqq^fqqqiiRi Rqiqiq m sqcqpfei hpri i q#qRJicqrfp- 
q*q 1 ^qt^^qiiq sqie: q^r fit q^rpi qftfitiqq; 1 qtq m% ftqq emi^qq i rr? 
fgqjqrqqTHCTqicqrf^ifqfcqiq q^q witiwiiq tpiq 1 fiqqiqqifqq f| 
q^iqqRif^qpqRqiRqt q rr^;: rprr qifpcqqiVi q r^r: rri ^cpR i 
3iq wJ: 1 Hi’Rqtt fqfe^qq^qiqrs^qqiq^ 1 qq q rr^r; i 



[sqT.s.fMc 

m wn^n^Ri i i mk<^- 

3w qpc(Ri fa# mm i qp# | m$m- 

^ 3^q% I ?m qiRR q % m^m qqi*?fFgcq§sH- 

^ qRftq eras: I ^rttot g STqqrRqmf j^nrwnf cqrqfeq qgf^r 
?qn?qR iw ^qisqqw i RRqfR^r^^qRq^ sbru | w f| 
WW! RqWW: J^q WRT Rq<qqqiR3q fR <RRl ^sq% tR 
qpqqiSfq WT: RqRcq[^RfRqR*q fcq$: I 'RR^I^RR q^T^qfqcqq: | 
snqqeqRftw I RTqqqicqqi qr iR%qflRpR$cqqiq qpfiqr risrr I 
I RMqqi^qTORR | qfe qyR^iRj^ 

SHpR RR TOW RlRRq | RcRiqqR Rqq^fq^q | ^ 
qqfe^q <Rq iqqRqqqRRRiqRq^q rr^ rrr: i q^i% qq qqj^jq 
q^ I ^ qiq^qfqqqi%m: i qcqiqpRqi^w | ^ qq^i: qros- 
qsiqqi qigqro I qiqM ^q^qRiq^iqq: { RqqR: RoqtqfqyqqR: j ^q^RRq% 
flqqRRRcRq^ i qq^qfqqq^gqi | ql qf^qi^qi%^R%i^ i qq q|q iq: mb 

?^5Rqjj4^^ qqq^qn%qqq | l%q RR q ( pRRT^R- 

*q ^Ri%Rtqiqqqqiqq% i sqqRR gqqifl i qiq^q =q f^qRqq^qqiq^ i foiiq- 
R^qRRirqRqq RiqfeqqTfnqw | qq^l^ q^qRqroq i qqfeq Reqq i 
efelM^T ^[q^TO^KW I TO: ^'q^qSqqqqsTOigilqiqilRiqiqqiH- 
qRrqW^Riqqqi^qR^^qq^q^qq^RlqRw l %qqmiiqqcqq- 
riti i qfeqqqfq f*qT qq^q ^qroqir^ q%r 5 Rt<jr qffi*|qt- 
xRq qqqi^qq qi?wmq qqfrRRq swtot 3RRi?qfei%R ^ qcqqr 
qqt rrrr rt fqfqw I qq qq qq%qqiqqqq: Riqgq rrirt ^qi^q%Cw- 
%qq^qi r qqqiqRq^q^irqq^^Ri^q ^i%Rfn rrrt I qqr 
qmqr qpqr ^fcft qi^il qiqqr r^tm qiffr rrt qw i ^tto r #t. i r 
q R#5qR^f Rcqi iqqq^#q$qqqT^q: 1 ^RWWqcqRfnqiRR^qR 

?ra|qqRqR^iTOqi RqRq^roi^qRRsqqR i i%qi wg<k I qqRissqR^q- 
^nqi^R’qrft I ^qfeqtfRtq^q rw qqq^fnqi3cqi%^qgqRqiq q#- 
f^qf^q g^#f(^iiqw i g*n fcqifq I m ^q pi^q^^Rq i 
jm^rn qifq: I mmi\ w- pq^R^ra i ^Rf^w: m*. 

r: R^qf | q|q*RqfqqqT ^c^qi I 
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TO^ft | 

t>?Rtt^ iqiromFTOTO^^ i tomato i 

HcTOfro ** i f^A 'iiwfj ’nf^nwra; i srftro *i®ps ^ i TOr fo s roRF 
f^Wft I FFT F^fa S)W ftroriW^ 1 TO ftrqFTO T WfotttF^ to- 
1 3TTFTO R *TOT^F I FFTSFTP $R\S I FFT 5TO^I%^g J^- 
^FT^ I m ^3f -^ ^ t rp rcfo | gqjf| 

FfF^ft F R^q^sfacR^FFTOTN | F^gWTT^TFT #TOF I 
f^FcqqiqFiqTFTTOTO ftf> itoftt i to F|cg tWiM 3i^f r Ff- 
<?rctoarm tottft mtqr ffa; i ^f^to*ptt- 

FrF>%: TOTOt mi% FiSfaTfo ytm # i torftf: I tofftftoto 

FTOFTO^W | 3*5ne%: vm\ TOFT: | F R f^T^: STTOFFT^F TO^TWT: 
TOTOSI TOlF: I FTOFFfifo: ITOFFT fTOTO TOT TOTP: 3FFF f^FFT R 
qf : I ^FTO^^f^f^TOT: FTTOFt TOT FIS^F^ i fe[T^T 8$ ?$FF* 

I FTOFF TOPTT TOT <FF#lFTOt: FTOt FT F>IFFFT f& | 

$F<FFTOFT f| Wfcm FfRF TOFTTc^ I STIF^STO^FFT: | FTO- 
TO^^TTO^t FFtTOct. | ITOFRST $FFTT TOT F^F#*Ft FTOTOTOIFR 
IFFFT # I TOFTO R TOFl^TTOcTOTOFftT FR %>1>F RjTFfF R | 

F%roifa im sto^ttor^^i^I5% rtoT; Ff^rotTOproft F^fero 

55 : FMfTO# fTOT F TOI TO#^5R( F 13K TORHld 

FcTOT TOF F %pFc#TFTOF: I 3TO F TOT ?|^TOT TO* FFrPFTOTT: 
F TOTOTTOT T%Tf€TTO$ TOF I TO TOT: FTOFFPTT: fJsTTOTFF: Fft- 

fiF i tot ^sti^totf tort 

FFF* F %FTFFFTFTOF: I TOfF F TOT \ TOTTOF%fTO F^TF^^ 
FTORTOt ^TO^rfewi'TfeTMFTlTO FTOTO SfFTOFfF $ FTT W» 
StsFTFTF TOT ^TTO^TF TOTFJ: TOtTOftlF F# TOFt FTTO F ^TFfF'TF#- 
TOF: I TOFTT%TO$TOI TOqFfiTF^TORTOTOftfd SlcTOtFTF^F TOfJFT- 
qro^pr : I TOFt PF TOR: I FT TOfaSTO TO?TOT^ | TOT 

^IF^FT I TO FTT^Ffi FW TOTOTO*% pF FTO: I F^TTO f% 
TO f^F*. I FFgtfTO FJ^^TRRTlI^FpqraqfF^ F# FFTOp- 

fm FT5TOTOFFT: I ^TORTTOTFTO mFTTOFTTO^ ^ FF F^ ^ ^ 


<*8) [ sqr. u. f e « 

hfw atmfrrca; | fisnsft qaftqi | ^ 

qsj^msqq^q ^firai?# pR 3?5R?m, i a^aqfoqaa Rq&ipw 

WR^: | 5qq^iqifq#|?q^( q ^qsqqE%5[: | apqqiftqffigf gqq^. 
cm# sqq^q qfaraq^pq^ qi^Ra} fim | afo ^qq^fton 
51 % qspq'ft aspR^: l a«n ®$ag*t$t ^'<r»biR qsp ^fojfara 
Rprataw^ %aift apRUR ^ a q<n% 

nrc'nFFa* r *f# i pg<mprc q?«w ( %§ , 

sifqw R ftq% spi firfoa qfaRfl%qmft | q^Tqi^sqq^I^nw 
iWffcn #< r s^rat l £p*wift r gui^rqifqFqR si?qwqqq: i a*a w 
q5#£wn I W Wia; | gsqt^j: sftqr: I smiarsar i 

uRMs'in^q pi q^iara i I%b I a* ftsqiferriiis# 

prq *qi>tq i 'raFtJ&a arc^a ^%pjfqqtftq%jRt 
sfamw w^i i i%ww mm l sfam ra*. i mmm \ w 

%fwww i ^ fiSfer- 

f^faSfq ^nfgj w mfa I && I ^raPfiRT- 

fweu%^ ^ Vhm 

STCR^ff | ^HSI- 

gNTO fTH$ I I I W^ *rc$ 

m ^BIHWfal ^ I 5f3^T?sp& I 5r3##™H 

^ i a |4r mx % ® I a^aferar ^ \ $ 

(gfaqi I \ m ^^TW* gW I 

%m% flatlaswIN^wi^ «imw 1 ^ 1 

tftypririt f^ratfft lla^wwaftaM *& • 

qf^ra-^ l am Rif*^ w^w 1 3^ 5 5<w ^ ^3^ 

qqaWBK^ i ™ 

nm teH« l asr ^nwt ^ nag g^r/^wngaa-WR- 
M l^apqi fift wmmp- 

ww isroiqai *m\ 
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| f|qfe I I jwfel 

=^4 isi'w: I 3%^T: 'ft I 

ftl^eftPT fft I im&fflWpit ^mfTF%: 

qSRlHlcRRcqq^ fTTOS’^RSM 3: %RW I m 

SERF >. £S: Rcqftq ^f: 31% SF^rsgjTRTf | IS^IOT 

^TCT^ftF% 31 %™ i %i £%3 i fen ? i ^p^fr- 

1 3R q|3cqqra: *M%sq q§: s% | W 3#<wq% 

1 H ^ 1 M 3 % ^f%rq*n% i ^1 qqqj#ERTO } 

^ 5 jcq% q«?i <#%$ '^bm- 

%cf I ^3% *Hft WW ^’JJW 
fe^PTTW R%qi%ra%13 W&&F&- STOT- 

fefftr *rara 1 iftra^nq?; %%? 3 % qlra^OT^^qifra : *ymi wra i 

^r: 3 W% ^ra<W%% ^ %4 I % 1 %T^ 3 ^ : ^°^“ 

I df: %g: 1 cT^r f%T 

1 I T V3 % V3 * 'O ,~ 

| % %F'ra% I I ^cRWIn 

q WR*jsi|ra $c£m%t4 35 % %cqra: 

| SS 5%'1MhR3%iR cftflWTH I 

%fisqic%is4lf%: rara%qcqq 1%: I 

R I ^ R[flI^clWl§IH l 

%qTOTTOfe RRcTf^Hd^UHHSH^ 0 ! ^ I 

mftrfk %fei w& l wm®' WR* 

i I 3<tero: l 3rfT%fera^ 

qafe^ui: i 3 W[%&%ht i m =q mm 

fra Rqie^qg; t qR qrafti%%ra si^rara fra 3*iWk l wm 

^ q l %Mi 4 lra qRqnqraftf- 

^qr l i qq=MUWH«- 

i ^q^racqiR^ *vm 

1 ftqfitraMFTlRra fi% 

^rft^n mw fra frm?k i m mmxft f?4fa 
^qisroirafes mz*m \ m 

* 
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WrR^ | ^ ^ | m raaft ■m 

sraNI ll <ra I 5^- 

WRJ tR^tl| n psiRIJ 35?WJRflq|iM?t q^#^:SI^: Awi- 
ftaPPfOT wfmj rRr$TO l g*n mfarc^ gamls 

^5 VSJ V3 

^ *w1tow ^f- 

I ^g^'i ^ wu jrs: m\m ^qiqqqiqsilfai- 

q aqFpras l qq 

qsfar fi%: w^i wm 

Wl^nt ^ I qS^sf^% 5 felFl: flqFT- 

fq wot \ 1 ^ ff^ra; } I ^n%OTn%*qOT- 

1 qq^w^^qffcrf: 1 w$t qq qw 
&m$h gc^w m *wfqq *um \ ^wm i qq qOT*iif^qft 

m J?fq f% ^q^iM M %*s I 

1 ^i fc^qqwcg^- 

qq^34%sq%qqi%nk \ gqisqfiqqi ^qfepSq 

cm^i I fcqift: qt^q: \ m 

M> I ^T ^m% flcqfq qic^qqrlr imq^raw | 
f% ^jfq^qW^qi^^tqqcqi^qqVcTW rw ?i% sqqOTe: l qq qt 
\ ff OTf &l q#^-qqcmc^Rqcqi?qt siwqq; i vpmfc *wvt. I 
^l^qi^qrq%|fqirewFqmiq^[^^ I m$. ^rc 4 q^q#i%|q i- 
f^ffa^FTOWFT* 1 3®iqiq5qr|r%||cqff|qq: I ^qrqq%qi^^Jn^Toicq- 
q5qH2Mcqi¥w n sf^iq^qqqwW#! qqfq Wte qqiiq 
fq^^qqmKiq iqffeqiqc^OTqfq swii^qq I m\ w^m- 
c^qis^qi Pftw I ^T f| I mTSOT#F| Wcq5[^qoTO?iqiI^qicqJTq:§ 
S^cqqf^ 4*131 IOTT: l ^***5: I W 3*mfT3lW* 

m\$§ qiRjqmn^RRTn Rcqqsqiqftfel af}: ^ 5 . qS^Rcqif^qi^q- 
fU^iqf mtt foqq qqqifqqqqfrqq q^ugq 5^1^^ qi^iwnm- 
^ HI^W. Rrqm I%OTIsqT*ra S^sqi^qiTOT^^ ^ m\*fr 
^ ^im ^ ^ fi^Js I ^^mmi^qcqw 5lcqq5qif%: 
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^fq q # fR ^ q I fcfef^TO iqR^qiqffRW*#* l 

^ mR^RRTTRRf-I^ | f^^lW 

^Ftfe cq^: qmqqi 5 RRt q TOTOiR fq^f fffi |) ^q#- 

^mmW^Rimlraqrqqfqqt TOR: q qqqfq: qqf q3 f% I fcqs 
RWqfqiiqqiq I qq TO STORR RPM i ^PRI OTTOJ ^q|^?q ^qq ffq 1 
qiq'l qsqTO q qqqlfq TOq | q q^sq q{q j qqqqq 3^R ^qq|%. 

%f^TO ^qqqr. Rq^q I ^IcRN^I %qqqq i q=q|cqRcqf& ^qfeqq: I 
^TOcqp>R^qftnq i top™ sflWroqq^Ri^Wb I 

m TORH^R# q|q#q I%qqf f% q.qq!*qpq?qqiqq qilTORR i 

TOTOtnq 1 q^iftcfllqqiT^&siq: ^ifqqq i ^rsq: ? * 

qq q qqq q qqqq q%iq mm\ mm qqwqifq qtqro- 


torr fqq: q^pq Ri§qq fra 1 sttoi qq 


qqqrot 


q^i- 


wqq^iqqcqi^ qcq^fqRiie: 1 ^qiqfifa 


sqi%qqq |qiroil 1 


|“N r^ rs 


q^wqiTO 1 m ra qiq^q q qzq qq qig™: sito f^if 


■•* . *\ #*N 


qqtm^q ffR I qqi^qqiqqqtqiiq l q Rqq qqqj q?q q ^q^q^TO i 3R 

q^qiqqi qqq; qn% 1 r q qift Rq^m^qqT?iquqqi fqcqqsq- 

«\ 

fqf^ qfqq { qqiqcfi ^q qqqq^cqqq^qq 1 qqq^qqqq; qrfwirccqqsq- 
firqq: | f% qqqq^qRcqR I W! ^WT fW I 
§qw. 1 qtqi|% q^ i rh™ i qJ TO'RWR t%r: I ^qq qq^niq- 
q^qqq^ q^qq gqqqniqqRq fq^qfqcq ^qqqqq 1 qq^q pqrq 1 qpqi- 
qqiqlsq qs^: I qqtrqfq%qi ^qqraqqq qqq TOi^q qi qTO: 

qqq^qq l q^roiTO l q%qFR^ qqqiq^qiq fcqq: 1 qq fq^w topr- 
n$tq ffRR ( qr qcqTF? 1 m qqqTOqiq*. TOFTO^qqT iTOrqicqnf 1 3 jsqqq 
fnq 1 qqfqfq i qqiquicqwR qq^iciw qqqiqcqicroR qsq^cqi ™- 
qqi qA™ ^ qqqiq to. ; r -Wcqn^i | 

trqq qiqpqqiqpqqq ^qc 4 q{qpq TO^qfqRR q^q fq^iqt 1 tR^qi rq^oicqicqiq- 
TO: 

TOPRmiMd^q 

i^feqqq TOftf i rto«i w 1 ^ ^ ^ ^ronci 1 q?i^q 5 q. 
qqq^r ^qq \ qq^qq^ q^q: i qqn^ ^qq I 5 


^qqtqqtfq^qqrqff^rqFqnqq^qrqfqirqqqRRf q ^qic^ 1 qqfq 
qt^l^q q?q qqq |iq qgq[ 1 qq q^q fqiqi 





[ KIT. sr. f© 1© 


<*0 

SRfftcqifteT STOTOI^TO I ^ TOOT TOfft 
^ e to& i m 1 ^ ew 5 ^- 

sretrofa eqromiee emi I ftWe ^ tort fe*$TO ^ ^fqt 

Vjg S3 'fl 

gTOiet qwRieft mroffeiroiR fft qmrg^ i eg e to e pt to # 
sfiwFW ftftTcrftgroiT& TOfesif^e sm fe%: f*TO 1 TOre^nft I 
mq*# 3 ITO&I I >TRITO %frT I ^!TO1?TOWTO ^ TO^f ?TO: I 

\m*m 1 to: m 1 to ^ ^irairowt e eem t%ro^mrmq *tol 1 ^w 

^Tf4 3% e^TO TO: *31%e TOlfa Sc^etft l *f TO I TO^ft ^%TOg 

mm Ic^: 1 cftTO i * 3*1 f TOift I wftft 1 ^ enro 2 «i^w 3 ft 5 toR 
to toto 1 mm. vnsfceift 1 sm. i%?rito ecTOgqq- 

m mri m^w 1 TO^roft wi %twi srfafcro toChf 
<tmTO ftq$r ^TOifero \ toftoto^to torto wir_ i 
HW ? I W# UTO: RITOTO$R^TO%e TOT^faigqqTO ^ ft^^fTOT I 
^qfqrn^: j smrf?^ r^t®#tot e e^ite 

TO* hAsrW!: i m ^rftPw? TO^nTO^TOTOL 1 TO ge^ft- 
cqraR^f toito*- qg^f toto ejTO 1 e*e i%RTO^l$TOU?U e^ft TO: W 
j ^png^rg^RqiqOT mm I to p eft TOtsm^ret 

%% 5 % tot^t i e^ to rt 4 mrTO mi q^Mroe to <&mi toto 
«?rf eeiTTOrqee; i TOF^pferot e^rraTOFe^ i c ^ ? ee fmq*er l ito TO 
to ^ to^s*wtto e^i rtot qeroe, i ee - e TOWtRifliiftsHfieft m&m I 
?rai e cqra>^Rq^ toto eftsferTOTO# - setfeqq<rcg *TO I q ft ^* 

q^q l ^ihnWRW ^ft^TO^raiS 

^ftr^FcRlSR SlftqiRts%q^?lfr fqRWT TO ift TO- 

^fi?ft^r^TOT ^ i ^ gwft^iTO , wwii * ^ ^ 

^ *n%ft eft e sft^n qfiNrflft * ^wsgv^ 

sfepR| TOTftft e^ee^mft e e TO^iero 

qft g{| s? 50^1 3TO: l TORI^ TO^lft I eft eftftfttFRRO] ^r- 

to i ee n erft«ft ljl| eft^ 

leftrTg; | towwiw. l ^ 



«rr. 3y. fo io ] 


(%%) 


rftnrftft 5 ##^© q jftflfit- 

cTO^RT 'N %miqsft iMrc^TORT qi%- 

flJT3W$ # ST ^ ST flgqqqfag WTT fcqq#^ i ^ q#ft- 
RMq^q qtqfRw qfti sft q f^%q^q^i%q?qqq l ws* 

q$#q$iftq ^imiwfj^q aqrafftf^ror ’q^wro fft qr^iq 
3%^ TOi#qq#& q qq^J^l^lflR I 3jq ftm ^ 

qftffiq h^kw frm^q^qq q qiq w I i q^q qaqaiftq 

fq>*p*pqTOL l * 1 i qprq^ i ^j^qisrra^i^™: I 

q ft qa*q wr %$q siftqrft i #Nf sras^ i 

sfiftw fft qn&q q^m^ftw qceftft <i^ sro fft 
qft&q foqq i qc^OT^q q w dw^f^r^i^^fq mm \ 
qqiq l ^qftr qi ft i ^ qros^^qrw l 
qqf qiWT q^qfe m % J#^: ^ I SET: q^qt 

% l^qit h sro fft i qq 

m\k m fqqqrqrfcqq; ? qqr qtsft^i qqr% qrsft?; qq i q>q %£iw $[% 
%nro*q I l 3*q$i«r ^ %qqiqq*t qTflrpqqiqr ifoq 

m^\ qqft^iq^gqftqMq *ftprqrqicq<q %nq^i 

q^% toTh% i s^ift i 3 *^- 

ssFcralqft i%^wiqqi qqfeq f%qq fM: ift^ftwnqiftm i ftqqq 
fq^t^q qrqi^l ^qqqqfqm: | q^qiiq ^qiTtqqr^^qqqfqqRr 
ftjqqiqiqt R^fqqq i qqi ^fq?q: fjq^qi^aqftRf qtsq tot 

^iTOqq^qq^qwr^^T |qqqq STqqir I qqisroicqcq qiqqiq m qft- 
qqq qiqqfqiR^qfq qiqqfq I qqr iiqqrc qqj w# I q*JT fqqjfqr^raqqftcq- 
fdq5rqT^q^qTqqrsqn% i q q#ro # WW*. l^tenftlfq^ q:TOcqfe- 
ftq 1 arftfiqT i?q: £^q*qiRidqTTO to q|fi*i^w( qsuq^ cM ^q 
ftl%T%^«qiq^q i qqqqrc qqiftrqiftqi i qftffqT fq^qqftqxqi i 

^ q dRrqm: | m q qc^ q?HS qiwi qqft qqr qa fft i ^ qft 
qnqrPfTqt^ ^ l ^ qas^q# w^MqRTftTqq^rqi^ 
m^i qqr ffl i ^iK^q q ^ I H^Tqq% ^rgqqj^q I w\ i«t- 

q# qcq?%% qqift q I q § q^qFqqqiT^. j fe 



( iso ) 




[ SRTT. sr. |o ^ 


mm ^ pH: I 3W m §3 H«l5«w: mz ^ s?amom- 
sft Hftsaft ft «rii^wgvR^ ? 1 1 p% swf ms 

wat *m% mi nWHHHif^raFH^fa | *wif| aft g^sfs 

JTinfft g$r apraft | m aft wHRsmrafiSnraifo wm- 

flcsaqa: ftmfa ? 1 %w; 1 wn^isq^tnRr^WRi. 1 am^i^rasm- 
TO l WRF'R ^ gi^RR^ g?Rcqqraqq 33RfRP3}pfa gcflcqq*. 

gqRq?qq?qqqgqT I qqT gqqiqsfq I gqqiqgfo?q[cgqqT^ 

gfqRqqsncBcRcqq: | ^ | W^PM f| 

^*. mm^m. \ ^ mm \ fiKrci&it q ragi^^cq^q q gqra^q 

Q r\*\ \ «v.^\ t •. \ . , «y 

qiq^iRi 1 1 1^5 graigsR cRT gqra^Rcqicg^iqt- 

■ cvl hW»*Mi f^fo: | g^apq^ m ftWf fiSlRt 

m* frqsn^FR^ SIflS&l fltf *T flTCFWf foft Wl fra I miim ^ W* 
giqFqgqqtqiqtfii^^ 1 i%vTOn^i q ^r 2 i^ir i 


RficRjpRra 

c 


to i'R^rit^ 1 374 m\m\ \ qqi ^3 

' ^ q&n3t q 1 

£. *\ *N 


WT™ 3 

3TC qcq?qqqra ^ 33^3^ ^RiSR 3cR?q*?5Rfr ^113?^ 

* %ft i q Hc^q^ * i t^rftf% i qq?wfrai tr q t 

|q q TO*fi f^iq 3!^ I qqi q gcRcqqqrai W qqq qiqi^gqc^ qqf 


qfqg HRicW^ 1 7 { gofifR mm q gcRcqqqra t q<Jiqcqq^R?qqqracqiiqra 


-\»\ £ V- — Cl 

t ^qiT^TO^gcRcqq^^ q WR?qi%q 4 : | an^flteqift I $WW 
il^iq fcqifRtm qra^cqqcqq^i m qssqf u 

HTORcqiR ii q%c m m i qq i m m\ WFmv*ki^\- 

m$\m i mi gTw^i^fcq^it^^mRfsfl^qu^ i anfenffi- 

m q^lcqq; i mm g?r q I 3 *to^- 

gq Rqfqrqi^ \ sgfi^qri^ l I qq^ii^qq: i 

iRqq^nq gqtqiqcR^iiq^fg mm\% i | ^ %^[i%! s?rqw 

gra qifcifWR? sqigqHRcqq: I | pi ^ ^ ^ gMgiWST 

g^qi^q i g*n% wf&fc \ ^g*. w i 

i 3 H fra Rq^qq ^i^fqq ^ ^%qqqigra zm fcqq qq#q l <ra: 
gMigq qqr ^fti^i w» I m mm gragiqrqra gqigif^ | 



*m, sr. ?o ] 


, , •n , r*. , ^ 


(ill ) 


m* ^ Riet q#fa fin$: i h^rir i sqr^nqR i 
3 PT flTCP$BBFdsirw I 

*NT ^T R fR 

HI^TO^R | I 1 m qfq 

SIR^T^M RRMPTOfl | 3 R qft i flPRFPft R R R 

OTFfflrf;: % m I fit TOqqqR l 3 ^q ^ R TOI- 


RRroq^eqqtiqqiRqq^iqR 
*\ 


W ^ ” ’ '<} * * ' ' ' ~ ” ^ 

nwi riwr ?r i srqqq Wb \ w pfeiM 
qiqqiii grquj^q ot qqfq qq#roq- 
wmm m q^RiWRi^ $R<qq i ^ Rcqq i s^qqi h% wr rnsr 

~ “ — iqMR^<pifqqqq<q qsrfqr- 

m qwi^qwn^’. wumi- 

^ ♦ ’’N.T'- > _£. T & 

qm i ^ qq^siq 


vm 
3 R^TRq >4 
q«. 

qq^q R?qt qfei vm q*qig: 


mm 

i%qi sra |% 
fjMiqq ^ i 

m 3m 


RSJpl 

— ■ — ^ — ■ m 3m q^qi^^ q*q-qRw 

^(WRi feq& # l 

mqq Wir I qqijlcqq^ftm i sw px^R ^ q&s- 

^rr: i mqi^tRup qfs i qqWsnd qq 3 rprt qi qRWRfe^iT 
feqiq^Fnqwfe^ s qqri qgr sgRRftw fewR *rcqqqqiM q^R 
RfSn|: i qq qsqfqfq | flqqqftqqifcq i i R^fqft \ 

qw qq^f qfcat qcqqqTR^Rq fqqqqfl^Rwq^ i m fft i 
qre^RRq# qq^-qw^mlWsqiqn^ 

wm ? rr qqw wqRR torr q*R I \mn i q?nq sptrtc 
^ aq#qqq qqR; qq^n% qwq. f^qq qq^RT(qqrq%: ^qt^q^q 
^qFcqmi^FRqi ssiRqtR sqq: i ^fqcq: fq^qi^qfq^q 

w mt OT#qt5qq^Ri?qq ^q^^FqqR-qqiqqffiqi^qqi^q mrofqR 
^qq | 3p^l%T«fq fcqq |R qq^q^RR: I R ^ qTBqft I JOR fqqjRT- 
^qr^qiRT^w ti^qi qfqqq qi mm\ 

qpqqr | q;q ^qRqiT^ I ^i^qt fq^Rifqcq^qt qqf qqiqfqqrq 

I .TOifqqRTqq I spqqra qqiqi^ i q.iq^qqqR q^RB qqqwqqqrq q 
^^^arq^qiqqm^R ^i%qR[s(q RqqR I qqi q^TO ^qn%i%- 
i^qqRft m* \ ^nq^f| qq^q I wm|q%qifcfq i ^ sqnpq^q- 



[ sat. *r. |e 

^ ssift gasais sRs&rft mm ^ 

aaiftrsfttiS&ft i ^ ^ ** 
sata^ng.! g a maatfsaa: ggg^ sp^ t ? 

^Sf ^ 1 OT * ^ ®a^%sjsfft stnl^RF^: WQ ^n,. 

staa 1 ** * si^nf^r a^t faatfforwopg^ q 
srto i igaj+iftia f| asgaaft a c^^RspR>fir% i eisp4si^i § 

1 **** i rawftf* tmrifamptoitf, | ^ 
i saasa a'gftsj^qfttaanftftq aa amtTa aft 
atfsjfoftg wa^R^qfn^ fc. ^,. 

3^ ^ %ta a aft a#, „£ * 

saraw^ijqi ftft aiaag cpitsR a g?gtg?q* oaiaarc: tatg i qft^nj «^a- 

1 ft ftf?%t ^aftatt: a^rsaa i aanaratf i aft?at- 

gTsgfantft l^trap: aara i sgtaasi%%tfft gtawaaiq^ fiSaa^ aacat- 
qsafmqft?gga aaatfa%aKR#aaarsaairuiiJf a*ggia gft saw# a taigi 
a lagia ^a^aaiasRiaraoaaalaaaisaaRiaiaf a«ft i aai asfara 
aftia?ara?3aaT.^afaa atai saftafta | aalsfca aataiaanls* aJiaagrataar- 
^!^^’ ,!WHW ^ ^ l mara^a .aia %tffft gp=-gggf <rJ- 
^ftft l ^ 'rag a^r i aigVttft I afttft ftsift ^ faaaaifa!^ i 
a^r.afa i aataaafi ac-aaraaa'ft agt ai^aaiaaegaia^aiHijaa: i aiaa a 
: 3aaar at gtaarsat aia^aia-at aa^af at aat aat: i qgt araa^ai|a4iaapaaa%a 
flawi^raa^w aa: | amaaatiaaaaatRcai^at aataaaa aab°aiaca a‘ i aa 
ata ^a i a%sra5aaa^a(| gtqwksFaa aaaa aft?a as aawrata^a gisg- 
fw%: ftaatmatt? tar^arf^ I awistaigai aaa ? I aiaat tq*a?sFaisfi awt- 
icajaia a^aa |?at= aa aft | aar a at aat ataaalf i qtsg a ataa a ara- 
ataa a a a aaaaaf a apsat fa?a: i aa ^afacaatsa aa asra fft ata; i 
StataNarsa a tq*a?SFa fft arc: i aataaft gtfcqgiqaqiti%>3: gtt%atf a 
ataraft I au^aiis t%gata<ggtsji attaiaa; fft $a: i g^aft gigsaaftafa i 
51^ aRaarawa^acaatata, at?a?Ra %a i ataaa^s y.arr aa apaaaf- 
at^ aa aapaa^^a^a a a%r <ss a^ai^aRt g aat w siatsra 
agrta,! aafa ? i gpftg «aigt ?a^ata: gta i aaaft aat a: atgat^t 



«TT. * I© W ] 


(■•*) 


^ ^ jsrrt I %F 4spfpt 5 *m 

TO I SR^T: RRTOt%4rf& # TO $ TO | 

TO> fRTf HTWPTR 


* v * ^ 

to*h ~ 


■i\ rv 

TOf “ 


I TOP# ^ITTO ft# #T S2I#SKpr flpaff- 

t^rfl TO f5# 7? TOTOIfff # I SJTOJ I fro: ^Sf&- 

RI%#TO TORTOt: I 3T# ft WiqFTfff ^Sf%^ 

3#m | ^rtotr | ararcraifti m fro: ^s*§rrtoi^i to*Wr: 
TO# I TO ^ RTOP# ^;TOWgM TOSSSOTfft #PTOIRRfRT I mfi 
tow ai%q is to toirito TOfeiRSR^ tor r *m tots to^i- 
wm torsi# fro # to^ totou? i 3 R ^tow^rrito- 

cTOR^ # R|TOF I R ^RTf#5TOR 3# ft| ift^SRTO RgSF- 

S^qRqrfTOITOTOra BTOcT 1 TORTO fcRTR I fc# 

fRT % jpjF# 3# TO (TO: K^tS^RRJRS|g& 

TOilwfk rto fra l to rto l to toft ftroirror# hR: 


SI#lSTOR[ft% 

"■x rv ♦ C 


TOTO TOTO 


cR 3 

=\ 


SSft# 


RTOHlTORF[fFTfTcR 


TORcTOT TOR R 3SITO RTORTORTTOT TOT& TO TOS#fe$ 


TOR I 37TO# RTO €r R1TTOTI| 
TO$ I RpftTO5f Hiw 


fRf WTO?RI5TO^: 1 

l RRiftRRft 


STORTTO^ 


%pflRMTO 


R RRFTO 


TtR#TT TOR TOTOn#TORR: 


^Risqfi 

^ ft R®TOTTOTO^ ITORSI#- 


cR^ 


ssiTORm hito to#t r r to to£t rtoto ^si^torto^ 

WRgsisft ^TORf|& | RR> R TO# RIRtft<R# I TOP# FT#U 

w^r RraR$ tor | r^totot toir rffor^s^taifift r[rpI$f 

R# I RRTRR: HITOTTOTRTOT %TO TOTOSTO ^RTIKTOR R# TO 
R5RRR RRRcRftlR TOTRTR TOP# TOUR TO I%TOTRft: I ^ "Ito- 
stto pww ?! I r vfiwm ^ 


TOTORR^ Rl^R ^ 1 TOr| «F^f TO^fi^ft 'TRT^I RTTOt 1 
H ft g^fsq ?f (TO W I ^TSRRcTOTOTOSrqRSfq ^RRPTOft 

^mihr sr^tori sqfro I I 

RTO TOTOft fPTOlffTO^ ftRTO I wrf^R # 

9 a 



( **8 ) If. ^ if 

mt \ | 'rnm zmfa I 

^ I \ mm: \ gq$q;% i 

l m ^ mi * totorr \ qft 

^TOTTOTf i 3%Rj[ 1 ^0]f%^01 ^ TOMTOFRra^f £TO: I 3TOTOW- 
^RcTO^TO* I aw TO^fJfTH | 

tok I ftwifr ftww to fnroi*h( i #7 to^rtoiM ^n^roif. 

TOTO%TOr^!%^ !%%qra^- i liM^r# I jfcro 

ftw 3^ I TOl% %T%ffiq^TO: TOTO flRTOROT S[rR fa4t $i?4 

^toto srto rtot 51 fiSte I ftoWt wRftSfr 

s^fi' I g*TO RRTO RTO fS%PR^TO Wn?TOI*fW*fl^ I *R^§- 
to sri^rrtto ^ toI: i f^mfror fera 1 #: to^tww d^wn^Rw- 
wm , i fw^cTOif i to^toh§; i to% to^%- 

JTOl^cSfT^^R 3STO ^|%5RRR0T I TO ^ =?? g^of %[% ^^r- 

m i ^t ^i#ff ^tottor^ to mu m g% sot ^<nfi& i dlror 
*im to toto <ttot i ci«rr \ to mm #i i 

TOTO ^RR: | *RTO RITOTOITOTOI |lTO HW I TO TOW* 

hrw ^w*ittoir wmmy*m ^itoto^ ^wgi#ct 

TOTO STO I 3 Z$TTOiH«r TO^^NTOT T^wTOHW^: | 
w*fNw toto tor ^ i mw sm^qro^itesmT#? 
*li\m^: to^ttowsto ^qraf i fro torto sto t^%i- 
httoto asjnro firtisa ^ i ^im^TOnt I totto toto %m 

$4 m?f TO TO7T ! TOlfl I%W^RI^IITOlfTO®RTO 
TO^%TOR°T $4 #^FTFRTO fTR TOlf: STTOTO f& flRFR^g* 
RITO JIHW I ^TO^TO^TROT fllWWnwfift I 

tos^hitopr#?: m4*m i mm tot 

3 ?TW TOcf $t | ^ R TOWTOftR 

RiFT^Tf^ i i^rc ^ % mm totto mm mm 3?w 

JHWT«r W3TOR I ap% f| mi ^%S"WI«P^r fcqiftnJftaBC I ^TOT* 
ftroi^Sr #r wTTftsrS*# | l 

^Wl^ 1 TO^ffTT^^I^i^rfqTO^I^mrf^ RTO# TO^ i 



?m. *. i© \\ ] 






I qp^R RTTO | «I^ STOqlsq; | fcqqf%TO 5J1§. | | 
^ TO 52 ! fR i twqroTWR totorr; I TOqfq i TOqftq qsq | to m° 
rtos^risto qf| h qqT tor tot qqroffqcqif i ^torto I toto: i 
^^r^pn^raRfPw^Rt qg BTOqtamro wstotoi^torT mm \ m\- 
«fcwfi!^i ^r^rsR^T^Fqq ^ir i w%itoh% f| wm to: i tot- 
Pfro ^ R^n^fefe^icsiTpi \q ( toit| Rrq^f HroiroTOTfR mv^m 
wm§ ?dm i toto § w^m Itosto i%i&qsqif?r ^RiqHTO 
torM qroR s pss#$ ^torito^ ! wzmk qror 

TO TO H*TO: f?^ritTOI^5^TO^^0TIcqfcn?lf TOTORT MRi 
^TOirop^TOR i to ^ fqqqT^qroicqqiq I^rrr? w*m 

5R1«P^: I R% TOTTOTOR TO TOq&q 
[%q 3TO ft f|^|TO ? I 3TOR | @JNto TO!TOpqWIT% I TO#R TOT^P 

ito itor^totc q t^mnsiRta ITO tor; I TOR ^ *^q- 

TORTTOPHTO TOTOWSTOlTOft TOMR TORiR ^STfT t I RTO” 
fR l TO TOT: qcqpqqRqtTOTO qcqpTTTOT m$ RTO 1 qcqpqi R 
qfTOIRIRTO gp^ I TOR R ^^TOITO <?P#RRqit ITO3RIR TOR 
TO I%RRR: I TO# #TTTOiiqq ^Rf: I ITOTORS TO! RTOST TOT 


i 1 

RTTOTl<TOTTOTP|TOiq STO^R I TO#ITOTTO RITOTOlq^ I TOT 

“R3RTR TO*T rFWs^ ®1K8 . 

<\ 


pto fTRiR^ipR mn itoto^ qRTOTRRpTO^ ^rhtto; i to: m 

TO%RqRITOlglTOqT I p-TO^RR fllft RTOpRR TOR | TO TOTORRRR 
q^qTPRqTpRfTOR | ^T^TO R TOJ 
TOf 


tqiwir 


Sctotor; 

TO 5RTOTORI WTO 


^55|:-TOTOgS SlTORI^TOpq TOTO 
PTORpR RTO^TTO i TO TOIRTORT 
Rffeq% RTOOTR RTORI^JRTO RR3RTR I ^ffiSTOTOTOiqR j TOR- 
TOflg 1 TOR HR qRRTOT&TOP STOP* I TOTTOS? TO IR^wS- 

to*, wm 5i^ro ^rts4 hto swt $ TOrofew touto tohswh: 

TORSTOPSRTO 1 TO«T STOP J%: STOP TO pT H TOlft#! TORTTOST pq 
5ito ^ TORistroq: qnR^q fl^iqqcqcqrfroTO WRis^qig- 

|, TO q^qq%5 i cq^l®^q 





[ wn. sr. fe v* 


qqq%ifOT Wiftft %jw% i 

srterssq^rr Rq% 57raqqiqftftqq%#ra gwgrcwi i 

fes: i ?w g5wgiteww5riteg»^wmM qftfr wiftwif miM r 
3 *l*fi fora qq r%erton%#^4: i aiyn c^toiq^qw e#% 
qs^qqwflqqT I «w #*71 qlrofifti hbt I mpfa§ #fn% i #q 

^q^RfiftW W**W3r #qq %% ft?<£qqRr|<R j 

# l qqft #*q$qft#: i ^f| inq^#^ ^snroifq 

^n^wHi^SS mm \ ftffgqqraqnq fttffawflfcrf: i w ft#: i 
^q#ftfa I ^qq lift # sqft qsiftq^q qftqrfft# q^qfecRWT q(ftR i 
If qr#Hq^qg:^i#q^#^^ii q?q?r Rircqsift i m wifftq 
mmvmt q# awsrh I suft## ^qi^qcqsnoqqTft m: \ 
c(tenfft i mm q^qqig # awfi «rasnfa*ta mt <#q wwfeqr m- 
%m $\ ft a^fortftwijww q qfowiftft > w. qroRqq^n^qqRiftft 'hr 

siwgrftwS i^qif i I #q qwwwitfNt qift# ftwiftqi 

#J w qwm^ f $$W 3x7*71 I cR*7 wicq OTRL i m ww- 

Tif^q^qip q# fg: ftsftwig i sr%%wrft i qqnt qffi t # ^qqqq^ 
#i#q^ 'Zxiim* mm ^ # ^w^qq>#w#i3J ^ 3xR#q sftn#i 
a§eq|%Hqw: ^r^Fn^wwl l r qqrf anwr ftqr sisgqi % ?riwr: #q 
3T5R*q##sft i qfwftrift i # inri qr#q qRl^wft 
qftqi#; qwi |ft i araqfoiw: i §fqftr it tww: #*rawr 3iqic**7- 
^uRaicqm^TW i qq aigcWSOTt fRcqftsiqitqftiRq i qgcqfftsOT- 

RqfftqqftrRq i $#f*ft®qrsiq ##sft q qsft I qqiit q qiqrnqic^- 

*\ 

3$q: l 3l#ft f| *iwwqt: 3l®% qT «7#f qi q CWF gsqiw^r^ STR- 
#i^[fei#iRft pqizq^#i#rTr q =q s# I q§37ra$#teft q # I 
R3: %ft cTJcqftpfw ? I ft ^S53^S?qfewfe ^$Rqi%: ? I qft ^lo^i^qft; 
^qiw .iqw?R5 ^TTro^nft^NRcnftq agcq%s i qi^ff^^qftr^qift- 
qqw>Miff|cq%%&?nci i ftq q ft^mr ^iq^iq^^qf^qrf^miqicq^ 

5i#f7# I m$i ^iww ^ q 

^i^rt ft# l m qTsft ^ ftq^rr 5^ ftq^r ^ ww # l 

fiW &# #qqf# q 5 1 qq: 
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Rq^rnRi^il fri'Tsq id rir rh?! f^«ht?M <#i«j srt^^f g sno{ % j 

M^'i»*ii41 § raroit | r^i f| i qr^^HKfe^ 

R*^ds#i 3^5fTft i *r m$ ffeq ;^tor rIs 

snqmrerar R^[ I Rcqq(%Rqg i i m\ TOisrsftfi^^RgRTO i 

^ ^rritot sqi%: fqq^TOR I rr rr %faiTRl wm^\i 

I Rll^FR^ril | qx§j#if mflg to fftqq}: TO?fFTO^ 

RcpTORi£rsR: r RS#iRt if%t^r i wfmV^ piro sq^i- 

^ I RRTOTTO I tM m STO R3: TO^T RICTR R RTIR } 3TO | 

^ _ - "\ 

5TOT fHf^icRisiq Risfq rt Rc^^f: | TO^sjRRRRqRR rt Rfltsrro- 

i i ^ toi^ (rrito^r irA i 

r%t%ttr fORWiRimi stir toottos R*rr tor toh rrr toto 
5TO: I zwm RTRRRIRI^RRcR RmiR m Crrit^ t 3fl| TO^R^%- 
m Ip TO TO ^ITOTR | RRn%FRTOM R ^ f ^ITO R*fl RIRR- 
3TOWR TO*?: | «w ^ITOWRPRq^ RIRRRTOISR T^RRFWIRR 
fJRT R RIRTTOTO | 3THPTRRH %TR I 5R#TO RRRRi |f%: q|f%: 
^ ? I wm\% s rrttor i ^oiicqTii ^Rnro wm i ^ ft pqRqroTOT 
torfsrr i r t| rri %q^qr si# rto i rri fdRRilTORRj- 
-qft RTOTift rrr to^tot i to r Id 5qq%i: rirrrcritow rto- 
??Wf^ (torr rrrcrito qq str rirfrrrr i to#r 5#R^#qr! 


fM rctos^prr i 3ni^rrt£ I rfItr rriitortir i to^^torr tosw- 


rs j\ *v 


m wi\ r r^Cjrtrtr %|to i ^^qq^iq^iRTd^q q^Rro^RrosiTO- 

RITOT%TRRT STORloRRITOf TO R RTOfTRRfRqrTOfRTORIR | RqROT^R- 
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.to I m ^qsTO ^fr l 3 tr Rqi^ ftq qrom I 

tor i to; i to tot i totofRto 1 3Rqifm[q ^cn$q 

%m: I frqiR | ^qqR=#^TO Rl^lTOM WI^ ^RI^lc^IR | d^F 

JFfRIR | ^TOl^IR^q qRIRfTRl|: ftRM^RrRIf I I R 

%^wi%qRlTRi^cqq^: i ^^totoMri^ir ^ft^TRR { d^R 

RRI%RI^ | R%q%RTF^IR 1%RF RcR^R^rqf^ i RTR RRR 

fM RRIR^F ^fc^ft^%TTO fTTR Rqqt^RIR RR: WT%^[rq#fFlR- 
RRfRfTIRil? R5?f; RR%Rif I ITOTTI^ | fRp#RRR ffFR 
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^ I sra^lfVnaro'iW: stsfe | 31? 

^s?i si^tais i %pprars#pra ^ ^ swfpTPnfe II sipigiFTOc: l 
timqfiH wWftt* a*nft emfwft wiffiR' i ^ 
l w ^ic^tfTOi%qrai^ i otffiNfe- 

™ | fnaica^ ^?wra i aa afl q: srafiwi m\§ a %mm m 
J1R W§ SPrafrqicTOSWi f!3f?4i^Tfqi§^!l I 4 

h ^gqfsal ac^F%4a l ratcmraa a ^#Tfsq% m q*i4- 

m af4ra i sra: w4 sr^aara; i a paicaaiiara i ^rarara- 

##1^ | ^ fis^Tf^T- 


qrarasRa <mw*m i maqra- 
q: sisfiwi mm a qraqsil a*q 


ifmw I aa lifNl a*aasaat4 fra ii^i $iaa4 wra'ira ai iiR i #- 
fafeaiMqftaa I awi4ra fmf aff5m%n%ra^sffra fnaaa#aa; i 

fe^ro] jaifwaqi^ 1 1%^ $a%^TOira I a^no4r i aai%^T fira* 

^njii^4: i afa wi: I ^atfaamiTaat 

m\^ flraralniaaa raarataara afsnt fna^lcaiR^qgaraa asfna- 
I aarfq 5 pw fit fna aara a§a* ra if nWfpa ^wa 
Sir^ i aa nia4a ^i ^ifq ^i^i ra^ PTfn^ aral&ffna^ m ^ w*$m 
3l^r mkm a%a fra mm \ aaisara m a%a 

fra #caftaira atwmrasna mmm i aai wi *n«na*r- 

%aa» araa TO^ra; | aai fraa>ai aiaiMcaca^afara a^acaiapianpi raf- 
fnra ata^aa ^aaa aaiafi afi airaara ai iraarat aaliaaM^ai- 
araaaia ag fiKma i ^3- 

wA ^#ic^ra§a \ 

■rRifl l a^ga. aaiai iairaa am[ I aiaa iaraira^ai aara wai ar 
i^ppqRT a*aaa#f a4mai4r ai aar 1 a! a ar la a 1 aar 
cR^rai a at ar a swim a^r w^ai4 g^ ^ la 
4f h ^41a^%a ^rai«k 1 aa ^iqii i%rafa ai# ^aatpa- 

^ trail wm l ^ a^a 1 wralaRaq^f f^iwq t»a^ I JPH^raWq 
qra^iq^fWiqfna i rfaqrar d wiatt ^a^T^qinqt 1 ^4 wia- 
j#i?^qwfifa 1 qfarfa^a ^q^fara^qfi4roi wzm 

1 *$> %# raa^ rasfia =a ra^iama ^q ami ara: w^ra ; 
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I tosrri- 

^ $<#& i ft™ mmm ^m 4 

fttfffeif i **ra^n§ i m ra mvm q& ftsftqfera i 

mm *$m srwi%%q[ f%ft ^ qqi #ri%3t m ^ q^r: I 


!RqM^qq^?T|r q^q \ ^T T*#!^ 

iNtoi 5 ^ ^ 2wWr fpiqi^fe^ mm ^ qftq wmrnSt qi%l- 


qfq fcqifi ww?ft i q^ j f^iqi^{^ 4 i I ire qq srto- 

tT( q^ftft m# 1 m wftq^s^qRqqq q^q^ft^ftr 1 #tt sm$- 
rnq q^Rftqr%: 1 g ftqftqi%?kftip swmffm I ^r mm %w\- 
qf^q q^fqft i 3! TO^ira 1 m fR mfeiWh i ^ 

5 RK i Hm^cqic^ai^ j ttf?j r qRi%rqn^ ^n^ic^^r- 

*H%£TF ^4 H#^R[cf m* q*RIr% ^TR R 3 ^!TOI%l%^Rn^Rr^RR 
^nf 1 1 3 WKi%i^q^q^FRcq^ 5 qiwq^f frn*q 1 ^RRftq 

^qqqqRi%ra^q rroirfr ^ftq qjqqR OT|RqTR[HT 1 ift 

sr#f Hfrrqwft IR RpIqRfe^qi^riRcq^ 1 

^ %^tir[ l srfqfNN rnis^qmM fqq^p^m^%$RR R#icqq q !%§ cftq 
qRfewq ^qqq^ |r ^?f^ 1 m^imOTRmtR 1 rawwi m 
q^r 1 m wm& m\<t 1 \ ^ iRfar- 

™ftq> ^ cfcq^qifig^ *ri*f ^r^f i ^nf% #R fTO^ 3 T|qq 

q^qWFRpfe 1 3 rt PtepiqRm q^?q qrf^i^ 

^isf 1 1 m fqjf%R^i itor^ 1 1 ^ 3 a 

^ q^F qq w i i%q 3^ I mwm>. 

qww fr??q: qfqf^raqq q^ q ^fi%f% 1 t l RF^fift I 
qmwMw^FRrqq: I *?ft SRfcra: ^IxRRF W ^cSRiqq^T^iq: FTO: 
f%qq^i q 5 [feqif 1 q^FFi^ft rr i qqr l ^mr 

qqiR^F ^W^F^cqg; j ^ 5q[qRj^^ wai^q q^F ^TTF%: S3lTcF$- 


Him fn^^TFsqfera 1 ^f: stoc#r m^qmWF *m 
zm 1 1 ^ 3 ira!% jfipr 1 qr^^TR 

er^wpfq *?f 1 m ^ JUfq ^4 m %mm \ cf# i 

d|qq^Fqq *m \ ?FteF|rq^R 
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<TP^n?cTT— [mm.** 


x m$m i 3 f*t feremK I s«n# 

?*rnm^r?rf: mm m «tt wswr W? m\m\^mm ^ 

'rffa&m wmm i m sjwsrwmftft: ^ * ^m^rar- 

i&mmw sroj s^p^c I ^fTiwirq- mm: wwfofai swioiSft 
I ^sjhr # i i^w^ir l m ^ fiSfopfearo^r 

mi 1 3 ^^OTmi% i g# ^^sqfs^i% i ^ jh wi ^ ^ i 

aw eigppi ^ 9f0iww3 I #qten^?r^i^?i?m: i sps^qmw I 
^?rs4 3ii#i?[ I htw I | 

mmmw *m wm cra^r i m wmm wig; i *m ^ Rwsrjs*(T# 


twit gpwii^isr smorRc^TO I mm i^i *rar w 1 - 


^ f% ^Jn^r 5 ipfn^T%$T mm: m\m I wpfifrwiiH %- 
*4^ *n# I ^wiwj^fo fwa I ^ai ismr 

Re^f^RRjTi^qm^rq^ I I wsm: ^awwkji 

<r swmra: i ^ *m ^wifww %rm ms* \ sfcww# ^ 

swrar I ^ngjprai-r *rj?t- 


*irerai%% i swtf r^trf $fcg^a$a>*fos If fro sn^nwnfc art- 
si^gWf siwim f%fR rw wro* ^fifrerc^wi^ l <ra«i 

hsr3I#t fliWRiw* l *n*fe snfcwfo 
3lt 5RTO; I ^WTI^R cl^ $RSRRRRc?rf: I #T fjunwlfi RR- 

>|g; ? I ^xRfR R%R#qif | | I * %3<j5 

w n ^ r g re: r%t ^ w mm I t% wtsgii; mm: md^itraisr^ 

d[ROTWTR , J*F^RRll% 5 lf ST^SR SPFT^I R3W 

l qgiwnwr otw3ii%wrr swi°t- 

C\ 


anwawf^B i siWb l wiAww^t ^gg^wr ‘^raRwiwi 

J^TTSPRR ^RIcWRF^ I 


$tem 15Rl$RT^PR ^1 U^Rcq^Sf ( \ 

sRRTOift growl *w> l snBrowpnftft t 
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^rwrictfqs mu \ m 

| ^ ^iqqqreq^ra i m 33*1*1; i« Fwot 

q#TTRllR Scqrf^cqn^fi flrWPTON 31%^^ $c3T WW ScqFRM 
cfeg^m w&jm: 1 m 33*1^5# sn^rasRiraq- 

^Pm afi|RRRT: j ^ shrift qgr*rc ^ mfc 

1 smF*ton$ 

RifeRi%% 1 mm^i r^w^rrt 3 * 
r^rjtt^th 330TIWH i mi f^ixfR: mgmi *wi q 

^ f% 1 m *if: m 1 1% 33^ ? 33 ^ra^wra 

m 1 ^rs^fa^nfeq^i ^lRR^qi^wiR^iR^i 

pilfer 1 m m *torir^;r 1 srtwr ?mi\ qpgrat- 

*qR*Rr%*irx I w$ 3j*nqR3 I mms ^^RiT^ra qiqqRTqiisq- 

mmm ^ rr I ^«n ura^ w?rt ^ hr fc*R 1 rrMc^jh- 

ffeq^^5n%a^sfS^5fl#n^ ^ *t^trfr: I m. qfe#R: 

msmi q rih: fira; %t: 1 m -wiw w qi- 

1^ 1 q.sFqqqfssRr qfefft rr#to& Irw ^^msm* 

ttqi^FR 33*1^^13- qqrssf 1 ^<j*irr% 1 iw* 

cqcTTR 33 TORIH 3T3R flR*|3*TRnq FERET q. l R i 

ffl f| ^%HT|TCT5K^: W^ 3TO: RPRTO: §raSTCnfe3$qr 
55: fi q#rr i^rrtrrrwrt i wr 1 q^sqra 1 
r?t qrrwr ^q^r ^swro^q ^q qraq^qraftr i \ 

^cqt^^^f^HT^R5Rtn^ ^[pRRWcqq: 1 f^RI qn^3R^r#fo^ 1 
i ^ ^qrwRFs *rcr wwh str cr im grft- 
qFRR mm qr ^irrret w wwi m ^ ^rt r: 

3 3*rai RFjqic^ I jfOTWTW 3RT ^ # I # ?qiWRiq%^I 
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Notes 


9f. — A question arises: Was the Nyayapraves'a called 

P. 1 Title because Haribhadra’s work was a { ira’ i. e. a commentary on ‘?gfs’ 
and 11 1*8 or was it already known as f ^ J and consequently Haribhadra 
calls bis own work ‘ ^i% ’ ? The latter would seem to be more 
probable, because Haribhadra speaks of the passages of the text 
of the Nyayapraves'a as c H^s 5 on which he is writing his com- 
mentary. The problem of the original title of the work seems 
unaffected by this fact. For the exact title of the work see 
Principal V. S. Bhattacharya’s Introduction to Hyayapraves'a 
Part II p. xi (Gr. 0.' S.), Prof. Tucci’s article in J. R. A. S. 
January 1928, p 7, and my own observations thereon contain- 
ed in the Introduction of this book. Panjika speaks of 
£ rtptsctsr; ’as a * sm 5 and also as a 1 * ( cf. u ^ 

fw ” and “ Sjp- 

TOfh — Panjika p. 88 a.). 

11 1-2 waft etc. Demonstration and Refutation together with 

their Fallacies are useful in arguing with others; Perception and 
Inference together with their Fallacies are useful for one’s own 
illumination. The rest of this book is an exposition of this 
fundamental text. 

]. 3. Question: — Is it the author’s own short statement of the 

: Science of Logic, or is it an older text which he is going to 
make the basis of his work ? While a summary at the end 
of a chapter by the author himself is not unknown ( see e. g. 
samffSfO of Jayanta ), such a thing at the beginning would 
be surprizing. The author of the V rtti, and following him 
that of the Pafijika, discuss the question why this couplet is 
placed at the beginning of the work, thereby apparently imply- 
ing that the couplet is unquestionably the author’s own. Such 
an implication, however, does not seem to have been intended. 
For, all that the commentators discuss is — why should the SToka 



be placed at the beginning ? — a question which can be raised and 
discussed irrespective of the question of the authorship. Even 
if the S'loka be the author’s own, it may still well be a sum* 
mary of a logical doctrine which was older, and so it sems to be. 
The question which is really important is not that of the 
authorship of the S'loka, but that of the date of the logical 
doctrine which it formulates, and this was demonstrably older. 

.*3?T. s?. f . sra*. — This f *9% ’ should be understood to be and not 

P. 9, ]. 3. ; for Haribhadra is a Jaina. 

1. 4. &g. v.l. — the reading of Pafijika. It is 

remarkable how the, Bauddhas and the Jainas have made a 
common property of the science of Logic. 

11 6-7 ^i|: &c. Haribhadra seems to be aware of older 

commentaries on the^'Wa^, to some of which he refers in the 
course of his own Vrtti. 

1. 13. Read — for i erdt. 

1.14. Construe: 

1. 15. &c. The possible srgqs^ra^s which a*^’ might raise 

are three: — 

(1) Because the work is useless ( ) 

( 2 ) Because there is no such S'astra of or logic 

(3) Because it is a hotchpotch of unconnected matteis. 

( ). 

i. 16. A stock illustration, which is here given as one of 

and not f w TiftR&qcqR q^q^q^rep^ ' — 

Yrfcti ) as done by Dharmottara, who like many other Indian 
writers, says . .” ( N.B.T. ) Panjika supports 

the ( see below ). 

17. ^ ztf&m &c. “ ^ ^ t wrq grqa 

»nn»»T3t ^ i 8Rf«hnr?r ^ qririJTTft 

q^?fqog: ...... ! ” Patanjali’s M.Bhasya I. 1. 3. under 

X. S. p. 140: also n qp3T~gqq5U*iIN B^qq^IR ^ 
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S'abara-Bhasya. ( Ch. Ed.p. 10 ); and W'dteRR?! » 

^uqqr: sHrir U” — Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara IY. 8. 

li. 19*20. Of the four well-known argspsrs or points relating to the com- 
position of a book viz. aHw*, 5RT sRand &IR, the first is 
not mentioned here probably because, according to Buddhism and 
Jainism unlike Brahmanism, any reader who feels interested in 
the subject is an Of the other three, en^r and SRfarc 

are mentioned expressly, and S3R by implication. Bead 
u znwtwm* ## \ m i srr* i w cf. “ cwi 2 [Twr- 

W5T” ( N.B. T . ); also, " mt 
to sr^rr \ ” Mim. 


srqrsR^f \ 

ST. Yart. i— 18. 



qf^T -hh+jr&tr — T he portion shown as missing'in the Ms. is pro- 

P. 38539a bably “ Siranwi”. Thus, 5R&IR: ^......RR:--■'RR , 

( from R+f ) is the science of the determination of truths 
(“ Etaqafo F ft »7RR“-JTR«fRT fRT^RR-flFRi 3Rt ®rftRRr<RTS$iT% ” ). 
But I think the word c RR ’ as used for the Science of Logic 
is very significant: made up of the prefix ft-down, and the 
noun from the root f— to go, it clearly points to the logical 
process of descending from the general to the particular, thus 
corresponding to Deduction' ( de-down, and duco-I lead. ). 
The word * RW 9 (conclusion) tells the same story. 


RRSNgre — The author of the Panjika does not think that, *6 is a 
meaningless addition made by Haribhadra simply for the sake 
of filling up the measure of the anustubh verse. In this 
view he is justified by the fact that lower down even in the 
prose passage Haribhadra speaks of ‘ RRsfclTOf wm, ’ 

” (Panjika) From this it would -appear 
that the author of the Panjika knew the work as ‘ At 

the same time he says that this work of ‘ ira ’ is a RIW of the 
^ ( * wMW Kt tjjRSRT )\ It is, therefore, difficult to say 
whether the name of the work as known to him was RR3&& 
( ^ ) f fgf ’ or 4 More probably it was ' srra, * which he 

also characterizes as ‘ ^ ’ because Haribhadra has called his 
work f ft% * and refers to the passages of RRJ%r as * ^s, ’ 
For iRR read R^<WTRT,, 
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etc.*— Here are the four * ancRPfe ’ that is, 
excellences or supreme qualities of the perfect man according to 
the Jainas. ( T ) ftRifePT, here suggested by the word, f 
(\) ^ufer, by ‘wmji 1 (\) «iqwq*nnGkra, by ‘ 1 %?’ (^rrrn^%^) 
and ( v ) <£ttrrr, by f The press-copy prepared in the 

Baroda Office has this note on °?fw 0 : “Here is a gap in the 
original palm-leaf MS. A leaf is wanting. ” The leaf [No. 4] 
perhaps contained further exposition of the four BTTcftPTs, 
and something else also. But as it is, the passage “ 

^... ,5 is quite connected and intelligible, and nothing 
seems wanting. Possibly the leaves were misnumbered. No. 4 
being inadvertently omitted. (For further exposition of 
the btrrrs, see my notes on B. S. S. p. 3). 

<IT%SFT. etc. Objection :-This glorification of the author serves 

P. 38b no purpose. What is the use of saying that the great Master 
is possessed of supreme qualities and is worshipped by gods 
and men, when what is really wanted is a proof of the truths 
contained in his work and not his glorification ? The s'loka 
conveys no such proof: not the of those truths, for 
is produced by and not by a s'loka ; nor for the 

s'loka is not a mark from which one could infer those truths. 
It may possibly be argued that it is 51^. But ^ j s only con- 
nected with its own signification, and is no proof of reality 
( 3 iiisq is a technical term mostly of 

Buddhist logic meaning invariable concomitance. ) 

Answer: — The above objection can be answered in two ways; 
first, according to ‘ ’ ( Dharmakirti ); and secondly, 

according to a commentator of Nyayapraves'a. “ $3 

3 % F^trp i: . . , * 1 in the Vrtti (p. 9 11. 12-14) is according to 

‘ that which follows, (11. 14-19), is 

according to 3^3. (1) According to arm, such absolute knowledge 
or conviction of truth is not necessary. Even ( suspicion 
or hope ) that the work may contain some truth should suffice 
to induce an earnest seeker after truth to read it. Thus, the 
purpose which the s'loka is intended to serve is to create such 
a and be it noted that, as Dharmottara ( commentator of 
Pharmakirti’s Nyayabindu ) observes, is sufficient for 
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( " taw i fi i %w: i ” 

N.B.T. p. S. ). (2) srfe answers the objection differently. He 
thinks that the tar is. already there, even prior to the reading 
of the sloka, so that the sloka has not to create it. ( “ 
srta4 tar^nro ^ fwro RfW $<m- ta^^Wtarofroi ”)• 
The sloka, however, provokes the reader to raise all sorts of 
objections and thus creates an opportunity for answering them 
and thereby for drawing him unconsciously into the study of 
the science of Logic. 

P. 38b ).,.-htoto ft srratant ratarofrltatRr The 

reference is to ft wt 3TN taro » TO; 

3TTO TO. ” ( P. M. Mlm Sloka Yartika i. 12 ) and %sro 
uratar ^tcTT ssro i sitaf to tar: tototo: ti ( Ibid, 
i. 17. ) Thus the passages occur in the Sloka- Yartika of 
Kumarila, which is a work of the school of Pftrvamimamsa. 
In the Pafijika, however, they are cited as giving the opinion 
of “%rm°iTTt Y aiy akaranas and others, 5 ' — probably because 

the substance of the passages can be traced to earlier writers, 
especially to Patanjali, the author of the Yyakarana 
Mababhasya. ( TTO I. 1. N.S. ed. p. 55. ) 

P. 39a ‘These have been fully set forth in the Yrtti 

( see supra ). For the three Kinds of W ( “ toto 

*Eif %% — N.B. ) according to Buddhist logicians, see Kyaya- 
bindu Part II and its tika. is a which is bound up 

( araro ) with the essentially ; is one which is bound 

up with the causally ; and is one consisting of 

negation , where non-appearance is the ground for inferring 
non-existence. TOT etc. — Two inferences are set 

forth: one based on a TOTOfg and the other on st^'TSTTO 

an inference based on TOTRfg, 3TK«FfTTOf being essentially bound 
up with . for, to do is always to do for a purpose. 

( * ) ^totwttto s^Ttowto here is &m t 

and is TOTO. If the TOTO is absent, RR 

is absent too, or as the logicians graphically put it, when 
TOtroror, the sznmr, retires, .she retires along with arrwfta, 
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the &m. “ sircarfcjfoj 35 ^^^” of the Vrtti is a 

case of szfiq^ig^^r ( jpftgrcRira ) involving sq^qrara ( anwirore ). 

P. B9b wwriJT^etc — there are two more tls pointing to the same con- 
clusion: and **&&&. qranflT ft ^cTT * f^T%— see supra. 

Here given as an example of ^ «r 

” (Panjka). In the absence of the initial s’loka — “ 
which is really the fundamental s’loka, the whole 
treatment of q$, tl, 52RI and their siTCWs would have been lost 
in the air ( ). Moreover, it would have been irrelevant 

( er&ng ). 

ST. c! 5 ? q^T%^TTR sisRil— ‘ 5 the first word in the fundamental 

P. 1 1. 4. verse defined. Mark: not the ta alone, but the whole body 
of Inference consisting of the statement of W, 13 and ^ 
is here called 4 spr 5/ . 

«TT. ST. f. 

P. 10 1. 6. ^TTOr-Explained in three ways: 

( ^ w ). 

( * )' I%f%: *PR*(*1R ). 

(\) 5em^( ). 

I. 8. fmmm etc.— What is the WT of the TO, that is to say, what is 

it that it proves ? Answer: SR. Notjhe alone, 

€• <7. 3 %, nor the #1. alone e. g. q&r, but e. g. 

qfpntre qqs. 

II. 8-9. ^Rtiqt^nH 0) (*■) 

Since, as stated above, the SPR consists of andjSRT, the 

<gpiTs may be accordingly (*l) qTO^, M an ^ (0 

1. 8. resRPSRq &c. — The or attack is directed against srnRWRf and 

not SPR; for, R*R cannot be hurt if it is a real i- 1* capable 
of proving what it undertakes to prove. 

1 xx. ^ &c. If as you say the target of is sad not 

*TSR, bow is it that the author says 

( ^r. sf. p. 8 1. 3 ) ? Answer : By SPR in that passage is meant 
not the R*R that proves, but the *WR that claims to prove— 
thus, that which the other party has put forward as , 
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although in reality it is only a snwrora, is an object of 
* diWftra ’ has after all the look of sr^R. 

1. 15, &c. ‘ mm 3 in the verse goes with both m*R and 

Thus, we have srsRmrcr and , in addition to 

and to be treated in this work, 

1. 16. mm ( =q ) rnmrni i st^rt^s are (1) (2) 

and (3) ^Fimras are, as the N. Pr. says, 

i. e. allegations of «£tas in the stp=R ( =qsr, tl, ) 
which are not real. 

qfw. 

P. 39b. m — Note on the long $ in 

«r£fT. SJ. f . 

P. 101. 19. &e.' — qt-5m%qi, the questioner, the other party. 

1. 21. ^ the case of '^qR the example given in the vrtti, 

the relation between £he two <RT*is is that of the substance and 
the article made of it. Applying the parallel to the case in 
hand, the inferential knowledge which we convey to the other 
man will be the substance of which his new consciousness 
will be made. 

1. 23. cRi:— I was ineliued to read which 

gives the reason why sirs? and 3*?PR were not said to he ‘wtrV 
In that case, the pronoun cRfc would stand for 5TR2ji«RT?rcfr:. 
As it stands, however, in the reading <Rb, cRT*. will 

stand for * snraRfwft: *, giving the reason why srraR and 
f«pq are f q*Rq^. * But this does not account for 1 tr * and the 
explanation wanted is why and alone are q^cdi^ and 
not 5TR2?r and sTjjqR. Inspite of this defect in the reading as it 
stands, I have refrained from subtituting the conjectural 
reading, because lower down in the vrtti, I notice another 
looseness of thought with which the present should he kept in 
harmony j compare t{ SRsugfiw tr stirrer; stirr^rr, *r 

^THR|yoi \ STTcRqRcqjSS?^ cRt: i” (p. 11 1. 12) where cRC stands for 
the former SR^igflURt: and not the latter 

ST. ff%. 5TRSR: — Its meaning traced; [%?; 

p li. sm *rafWr :-“ m gone towards, and sraj-sense. Hence $rsj= 
that which is related to the fer as its effect. will 



be defined later on. See N.Pr. p. 7. 11. 7-9. argqRq, — Its 
meaning traced: 3T§ after, that by which something is 
determined. sfjjRH is that by which something is determined 
after (1) q^nf, that is the presence of the as a of the 
qsj e. g, of qq in the qqq, is apprehended, and (2) the of 
the fg with the snsq - — that is, what is called sqTTfl— is recollected 
( — vrtti- ). The first corresponds to the 

minor and the second to the major premise of Aristotelian logic* 


qpgqsi. qqn etc. Two ways of solving the compound c qsm" 

P, 40a — ( i ) =q, ( Wr—) 

(\) 2Tfdj =q ) w q. 


q TWKKcqnq &c. Panjika notes that * fwrnwr- 

P. 40b SPW^HRH. J quoted in the vrtti ( ^U. s. 1. P. 11 1. 5 ) as the 

definition given by the author of the N.Praves a is really the one 
given by Dharmottara, the definition in N.Praves a being 
“ few ( N. Pr- P. 7, ll 15-16 ). 

But says the Panjika, the difference is only one of language, 
and the two definitions are substantially the same. We may 
add that the exact language in the text of the Nyayabindu by 
Dharmahirti and its commentary by Dharmottara is as follows 

^ mmmrnrn w* awm” ( N. B. ) 
fRrara” ( N.B.T. ). 

v 


^ ^ ^ ^ qjOTTfFW^ mtm&C’. 

p‘ll 1 6 According 'to the Buddhist, what modern psychology cal s 
'qflnn ‘ sensation ’ is the only true WTOflH, and what it calls 
R40b 'perception’ ( such as TOW, TOPI etc. ) is not WTO 
but JRTOPOT, inasmuch as in it the stuff 0 sensa ion is 
transfigured into the perception of na, ^ efc. by °nr °wn 
mental activity (TOTO). This activity (***) “ n8lats 
“ Sivinv a name, a class etc. to the real object o£ «« 
Thus, what the Brahmana Naiyayika oalls raiTO?ro (ot 
disaccording to the Buddhist the only real 
( or stop* ) m being aronm. of. mu TOH 

wi «— Quoted in the purvapaksa, . 

Manjari p. 30. 
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*$T. f . sneHT % &c. — The Buddhist does not believe in any such per- 
P. 11 L 10. m„anent psychic entity as siRRl of the Brahmanas and the 
Jainas. His sfioJRLis HtWtukR^j: — a flowing stream of con- 
sciousness and its forms. 

qf^RFi i m &c.— The Pa6 jika thus distinguishes between and 

P. 40b. the former is general consciousness, the latter particular con- 
sciousness, that is to say, consciousness of the general form of 
a thing, and that of its particular character ( m M srapnfofifc 
fRH, 1 ^ HRS^ 1 ). The point of the explanation 

is that the rafT and the %T are not related as and vmi 
( substantial cause and its product ) as maintained in certain 
systems of Brahmana philosophy. The two are merely 
different kinds of HR, of which one can be said to be the 
cause of the other in "the sense that one is an antecedent of 
the other, the causal relation being only their orderly sequence. 
Ho HR endures more than a moment; hence it is called HR^R. 

moreover, is not an abiding reality, but a flowing 
stream of past, present and future moments of HR. 

trflraJT. 55 (Hem. S’abd. ) 

P. 41a 

Rc M i dM i <^R qm *rre^-The rejection of c 5 (=3 TTctri^) is as 
old as Buddhism. But Gautama Buddha seems to have 
rejected it from an ethical motive, rather than on 
metaphysical grounds. Later Buddhists have supplied the 
required logic ( See Milindapanha etc. ) 

Wft. sr. <|. I cannot understand the retention 

P 11. of the word e sfRRL’ of in Buddhist logic except on 

the hypothesis that the Buddhists were building their 
Logic upon Brahmanical foundations and were unconsciously 
borrowing their language. 

11 12-13. Bead s m^ngai* tpt amia anwwto, * amswi i em- 

sfSts i See supra, »1l. a. ?. P. 10. U. 23 and Note 

thereon. 

1, 13. ag amgft &e.-Criticism : H am means *!3m; as you say, ( see 
supra) why is the word ' am ’ used in one line and ‘agm* 


2 



10 


in the other ? The same word should be used in both the lines, 
either 3PR or ariPTR. Answer *• There is a difference between 
the two *• * SJN*! » is for convincing another person ( wbl); 
arjRR is for convincing oneself ( ). This statement, 

however, does not seem justified when we remember that 
elsewhere STsRFf is said to be of two kinds, and C RJ&. 

1. 16. — -Another possible objection : and s^piR which are 

for precede $FR and which are for 

Consequently, the second line should be first, and the first 
second. Answer *• A book is intended for the reader, and is 
therefore q^'ferR, Consequently, SPR and which are 
have been given precedence in the Yerse. Another 
answer : q^RSRRRis; &c. The order is intended to suggest 
that ’RR ( self-interest ) is dependent upon q*R ( benevolence ). 
This is extracting Ethics out of Logic! The . latter answer, 
says the Y rttikara, is given by ‘others” ( * 5 ). Here is one 

more reference to earlier commentators. Recall supra 
" tfsRRfq sraii: ” &c. — ( RT. f. P. 9. 1. 6. ). 

f . =q ; qFRT^qrstf &c.- — The eight terms contained in the funda- 

P. 11, 1. mental Yerse which form the subject matter of the treatise are i 

(1) sfr, (2) sprptw, (3) (4) (5) *m f (6) 

(7) 3T3HR, and (8) sigRRi^. 

?3n. sr. % qWRRTR 0 * — Objection *• the study of the the^ subject 

• P. 12. matter of the treatise, is thus the SRFR, and not the two sfoss, the 
latter being a somewhat remote effect of the work. Answer : It 
does not cease to be a sr#*R, though remote. The work has 
a series of SRFRs culminating in the attainment of the final 
goal ( q*JRi% ). The final goal, however, should not be placed 

before an ordinary student of Logic ( ). 

— -The book has a purpose both for the reader and 

the writer. 

qft *tNr^ &c— Read srtlft for ariltt 

P. 41. bb. stRTR. 

P. 42. a. ^rq%r»tf &c— sq^a is included in H 
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P. 42. ab. ttp^ &c.— Panjika reads ‘ a$cl J for c 5 of the Vrtti. 

It derives apf from with the Unadi suffix «r. As 

a matter of fact is a secondary root from the primary ^-3^. 

sr. f . summary. Obviously, Buddhist 

P. 12, 1. 18. Logic does not begin with this Verse. It is rather the 
summary of the earlier Logical Doctrine. 

1.18. mm\ This is how the old commentators justify 

the title of f 5 given to this Verse. Here is again one 
more reference to earlier commentators ( see supra ). 

53JT. Sf. cPT qsjTR[°. — Note that the Wtt according to the author is not 
Pi. 1. 4. the only, but all the three : 

to P 2. 2. 12. (1) qajsrcR e. g. stw. ^,(2 )%&&& e. g. (3) ggPctro 

e. g. ?Tcfci^ is W stztt^ l and ss wetsr. 

[See s*n.si. P. 2.118-12] 

corresponding to (1) siciirr, (2)|g and (3) of the Br&hmana 
Ny&ya. 

^TT. n. 3[. m m\^i: &c. — The description should follow the order of the 
P. 12. enumeration. 

trt%<ET and of the Vrtti explained: the former is 

P. 42. the latter RWWI, . Their relation, therefore, 

is that of the subject and the predicate. 

* 3 jT, u. c[. m: — A particular cow may be characterized as 

P. 13. 1. 1, ' 5 — * rich in milk.’ Here the guna sffc4q?tcq is the 

feature which distinguishes the particular cow in a herd of 
cows. 

qf^T etc. — ‘Which of these cows is rich in milk ?.’ ‘The 

P. 42. black one. 5 — Here * black 5 is the distinguishing mark, and 
not ‘rich in milk 5 . But pointing to a particular cow one may 
say, ‘this cow is rich in milk 5 where ‘to be rich in milk’ is her 
distinguishing feature. Thus, the Panjika discovering a slight 
looseness of thought in the Vrtti justifies it with reference 
to particular circumstances. 
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The Panjika reads *TT: for ft: of the Yritti in etc. 

(p. 13.1.1) 

sr. f. ^ ^ * ( from , to make manifest ) is that which is mani- 
P. 13.1. 1, fested or brought to consciousness in the process of inference^ 
^TW=^r%%"r ^ *• e - the subject ( minor term ) taken with the 
predicate ( major term ). Mark that according to the author 
the ( the probandum ) is not the alone, nor the 
alone, but the as characterized by the '<*q cf> 1ST. P. Yrtti 
p. 15 11. 22-24. “ ^ ^ ^ 

c/. “ %1 %§#cR; m few&Wmmft I 
f%®qra^wtr: t few ^ mk \ m vn^f3t 

^3^31 1 *fo%fq §£ qgr <rgr% \ arqi^Tsg^Ri^ 
jt =qr#r \ %?% \ g$r af%§ 

mrnwi 3} Pr. Sam. Ch. II. Sanskrit text as read by 
Dr. S. YidyabhSsana (see his H. I. L. pp. 281*82 note, and quoted 
in the N. Tat-tika, Viz. ed.p. 120). For a full discussion in 
agreement with the view above set forth, see Kumarila’s SI. Yar. 
Anumana Pari vv. 27-51. cf. especially-'^#^^ -qjfefl^RTcr i 
^ i q -imfe fte?ra; eral 1 

qTSN qr t ” vv. 27-28. The passage in the 

Nyaya-Vartika which discusses Binnag&s statement in the 
Pr. Sam. will be found extracted as Section 9. Fragment F. 
‘What is the Probandum in Inference*, in Randle’s Fragments 
from Dinoaga. 

;*rr. ST. f. ^tf|:=(l) m [ WR~Where 

P. 13. 1. 4. fi=w^ ; i. e., that variety of q|^n| in which all the parts of 
the compound are included in the sense; or, taking g*i in its 
p. 42. b ordinary meaning, [ qgsfniqT 555 ^ ] S°i : , 

m, i. e. that variety in which the qualifying part of the 
compound is included in the sense. Thus, in sTifFiT^FT 
are meant all the ^s including the ^ifFi ( q*i ). Here btt^= 
the first in order ( 5 qq^n4; ). But in f qqqn%5 sNft’ qqq is only the 
that is, the distinguishing mark of the particular %?f; 
it is not included in the so that qqcfif^ ^ is the sN 
adjoining the mountain. Here sniq-near ( wq^r: ) 
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qr^iT. If qfolft'Hcn* &c.' — This is an important addition to the informa* 

P. 43b tion contained in the N. Pr. and the Yrtti. The Brahmana 
Hy&ya, as is well known, has five 3T^s of 'FM3FR, the 
Buddhist not even three, but only two, viz, tg and not even 
fSJ. It may be asked: How can there be without the W \ 
Answer*. SFq will come in through and w. Thus, <wj 
goes out and with it the srfoirr and the RW of the Brahmana 
logic. Hence, in the Y rtti, “ tpsiRi: [ =tig and the 

two ssris, and l 

5r?n. q. |T%. Bead m q=qqiR i i snsRfoRT. 

P. 13. L 14. if =q qqj &c. The three ways of taking the word SPR: — in the 
sense of (1) W, (2) and (3) m 

P. 13. 1. 18. 5$ — Thus explained in the PaSjika: mi 3 mi qM 

q& Here stands for ( See Panjika. qkr°r etc.). 

qwftR (1. 16), and srGtareracift (1. 20): Is the correct 
reading %q or &ir \ q^KR— consciousness of the other 
party. q^&iR — The stream of consciousness ( according to the 
Buddhist conception of the knower ) of the other party. 
Panjika favours the latter reading. q^ci£f |Rsq§R&rah 

55ETT. 5f. f. cRWi f^r qq &c. — Here the subject is in plural number, and the 

P. 13. ]. 20. predicate in the singular. The plural is therefore meant to be 
taken in the collective sense. ( 4 fliilltfRWiq "V rtti; RWclMinq- 
q -Panjika.) 

L 23. 3^ q etc. 1 — This is cited as a passage of Dinnaga’s 

occurring elsewhere. 

qf%3iT. fqpi &c. — This is to be read in continuation of 

P. 43. b the passage If ^qiFRR explained above. Explanation. — • 

It is said elsewhere " i%ti fr# f^q if e. for the 

wise. If alone is sufficient as *m. For the 4 ’ ( the 

unenlightened ) all the three qsr, f§ and SSFf together make 
the wm, while, for the 4 ^ ’ (the enlightened),^ alone should 
suffice. 
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533T. sf. — This is an explanation "of “ sm3...q<4fq^ ” of 

P. 1. 11. 4*5. the fundamental verse. 

f?TT. ST. f. %k R *T §TR^... — * * is an ambiguous term : it may mean 

P. 13. 1. 25. (1) causa, that is, the cause which produces the effect. 

thus, *tfcr is the *pr ( =$RF=3Rq; ) of srf*; or (2) ratio —* the 
reason which reveals the reality; thus, 5Rtq is the 

) of S3. It is in the latter sense that the term is here 

used. 


P. 14. 1. 4 <TRcE &c.' — (l) qgr, (2) and (8) S2RT explained etymologically: 

(1) qsr, ( from q=| ) = manifested to consciousness of the person. 

(2) tl, ( from ft to go, to know); = that by which something 
is known. (3) 32RI = (from SS+sRt ) - that which carries the £2 
to the 3RT , i. e. the phenomenon which serving as an example 
or illustration of the law, carries us to the conclusion. ti-ssRtf: — 
a dvandva of t§ and the two varieties of viz. srqR® and 

Hence the plural. 


-gj 5 }-. etc. — The verse is quoted also in Hema-Pramana- 

•P. 14. 11* 16 mimansa under slitra II. 1-30. 


qf^ET. The point of each word in the verse is carefully explained 
P. 43. b in the Panjika. 

??rr. sf. See Hema. com. on ” ( Sab. 2. 2. 1 ) •• 

P. 14, 1. 16 “ ^ ^ ” 

??IX. sr. qgp sre^t qqr etc.—* The Yrtti has probably 

P. 1 the correct reading, for qie 4 W^iq°Nqf^i 2 cRfT of the N. Pr. ^The 
Mss. of the latter, however, read # WW- 

Why should the author have to add this, if the original 
definition in which he was free to incorporate it, was his own? 
The words “ # ” however, do not occur in T , T and 

Ch. for a discussion of this point see below (note on Panjika 46 a). 


?gr. sj. f. “ ^ — ” Definition of qa?. 

P 14 1. 24.sft5=^^< 

15. L 1 Objection: The wk is accepted by toth . 

MW, the latter being w>aj and not ft*; ( »«* )■ Answer , 
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It is firs iu the &RT. Had it not been so, the inference 
would not have been justified. — " qqr fHirofr sffirs ^ 
fiSi raqi^qq Pafijika. 

^rr. q. f. H =q 53 ^ 0 ^^ &c. — The Wl here meant is each 

P. 15 1. 10. top 1 !, that is, the differentiating term is the definition of q^f. 

Thus, 4 sfesr 5 ( N. Pr. ) excludes the qfik which is srsfas 
and is therefore q^PM. 

D. 11-12. are^qwfqfewT &c.— fqi %2 that is should be also a%s 
(Would it not be better to read arsferq^M in 1. 12. ?). 

Thus, we have three cases all of which have been explained in 
the Pafijika by means of illustrations : — 

(1) erqwsH&q e. g. slfrer tns m qqq an&Tcr; for, the Buddhist 
denies the existence of sflcfHL though not of %RT. 

(2) srqrcrsjqw e. g. sm forai 5%; for the Samkhya 

( better to say, the Mimamsaka ) denies the T%m%3 of 
though not *a§ itself. 

(3) ( both — °fqsN and °fqqrq°T ) e. g. Its ara 

g?mf\'twqil‘q £ bK IJ iWcqf^; for the Buddhist denies both the 
existence of sflcJRand its character of being the 

of S^, etc. ( Pafijika 44 a ). 

5?TT. ST. f . ?Wi — &c. * ’ is there to make it possible for 

P. 15 11 12 sT ^qnqre gpa to be brought within the scope of Inference, '*=qq^ J 
etc. “ i. e. qT%n "—the qnfr “ wwnf. ” 

qT^TT, iqqfclcq i K &c.' — (1) — the siddhanta or thesis which 

P. 44.b. is accepted by all schools of thought. Thus, all agree that there 
are certain WWs, such as s?W, by which certain things can 
be proved, e. g. water is a liquid etc. (2) srracFsiT^RT — the 
siddhanta of each school, which others refuse to accept. 
For example, the Samkhyas hold that all is eternal, the 
Buddhists that all is non-eternal, and the Jai nas tha t all is both 
eternal and non-eternal, which are thus the of each 

of these schools, and not a that is, one accepted by all. 

(3) the basic siddhanta which when proved carries 
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other siddhantas with it. For example, the of 

which implies other siddhantas sueh as srictR: 
and mmn, (4) sr^7Tf!ra^-~the siddhanta 
which a person undertakes to prove on his own account. For 
example, such propositions as 301 ft ^ 

Bm ftem. ” — I do not know if the Yrfctikara has in 
mind such absurd illustrations as those given in the Panjika. 
Perhaps, all that he probably means in the passage u srnpfFp^r- 
3Ti^t: etc.” is that a disputant may for the time being renounce 
his allegiance to his and accept the popular, uncritical 

view of a subject and proceed with the debate. The context in 
which reference is here made to ‘ar^nnpqresFcf viz. the definition 
of W shows that by it is meant any proposition which one 
desires to prove ( ‘ 5 ). For a meaning of 

other than that given in the Panjika see NyayasStra I. 1-31 
and Y artika thereon, with the Tat-tika in the original and also 
in the English translation of Dr. Jha. It is curious to note 
that while the Panjika mentions and explains the four kinds 
of rasters, the Bauddhas, viz. Dinnaga and others, have criticised 
the whole doctrine as untenable, see Nyayavartika pp. 10 6-107:’ 
“ qer* ” — to end. Referring to the criticism, the author 

of the Tat-tika says : “ ^cn^urti^f 

Dihnaga was the principal critic of the Eyaya- 
sutras, and most of these criticisms may well have proceeded 
from Dihnaga as the Tat. observes, but perhaps not all. For } 
it should be noted that the Yartikakara distinguishes between 
the criticism of f * and that of ‘ 3 Probably all 

were Buddhistic, but not all Dihnaga’s. The author of the 
Panjika, however, being a Jaina was not bound to follow the 
Buddhistic critics. Gunaratna, a Jaina commentator of the 
fifteenth century thus illustrates er^q^rcrasFct of the Na^yayikas*. 

1 a 3 T%f^t4isRc4Tqra 

qrre qfopfe »•” following the explanation o£ 

Y&tsy&yana. As observed already, in the present context the 
word has to be understood in the much wider sense of any 
proposition which one desires to prove. 
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S3JT. 5T. f. 

P. 15. 
1L 16-19. 


*TT%3»T, 
P. 45 a. 


7m. s*. f. 
P. 15. 
1. 19. 


4cR \ In the S’astra which the debater avows 

there may be numerous propositions asserted in connection 
with a particular subject, yet for himself he may undertake to 
prove only one of them, which thus becomes the subject of 
his reasoning ( ^4 ). Read “sRdttd ” instead 

of " \ ” 

The PafijikS says that this justification of ‘ ^4 * in * ^PT 
te: ’ is gven by Dharmakirti, who is referred to in the Yrttj 
as ‘ The passage is found in the Nyayabindu of 

Dharmakirti, p. 110:— “ 3!%, qgfq 

1%CT: tfTRW? fa 

Mr fa-. ^ m fal mm. ” The passage 

is fully expounded in the Pafijika, and the exposition may 
be compared with the following extract from the commentary 

of Dharmottara (p. 60); “ ^ M- 

TOft: I 3J: 5^ l l STSRRTf \ a-RqRTf^sftsfa 

i w w* str i %- 

I BTfR CRT 31^5 fa 3T%TT ^4 4l fa: ST t£i Sflkt 4cRt fa 

¥Rici i ‘wik \ m #!^l ^tprt- 

44 i i mzm fa M- 

5tf»jq*Id dl%R 

fam-. \ d«n ft 4^F^Rd dfcskr fax fa mfa w*t f^srf^qfo i 

skqw re re i akwn^msiq kd sikr 4r 31% m «nsf # i ” 

mfafam etc. 1 — ‘cf. Nyayabindu p. 110-“ ^ 

# i ifawm i d ST*Mdnq i w 

snk ^srterra;sT% ^ s^d% gT^^fimRrak 

which is thus explained in the N. B. Tika ( p. 59 ): — 

« %^s ^ f&mifa m. m*m: \ i ^ 

nxfa firarat tmi \ r4(4 mpm 

m. k% i d gT^Rqtra i mmBft Ms gra^itfri 

dFr ifa?fa t fafo i ^T^c41|: i ^s- 

ERwAqifeni \ dkra i ^ i * 

i * \\ v 


3 
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«nrarcrr ;qrq$q...*qqfa% q^S^ \—cf . <£ qs q srrarqqs? q^reqfd fowHj 

P. 45a. sTcffsqqsf^c^ ?m q^: q>&q: \ ^3Ri 3Trtrpfqw § ^ 

iim # f%f^ST^q¥gqricT: 1WI ^TR q ^ 3#2: ^ qq ^ fiq^- 

qg 5 ^ 1 12 ^T \ ” ( N.B. Tika pp. 60-61 ) 

P. 45 a b srqq ^ t^jq q# ^t%. Here ( W^’ (Yrtti p. 15 1. 20) qualifies 

^psrsqmraT: \ * itg is that which is meant as a £ $§’ even if 
it be unproved ; it is not on that account a qer, unless it is again 
itself made a subject of proof (“q: W fqqste 

IgcT S^qq^ci^qT, 3 %IW‘ fq%: q^r l 

tpspqqr: qqn%^t: qiqqRrcq rawiqq! %??% c^t sfa- 
qq \ ” Pafijika ). 

P. 45 b &c — This is a note on ' r^niq s^: qg: ’ 0 f Yrtti. 

The m need not be mentioned expressly as a f q$? ' even in a 
q^foqR; it may be so even by implication. A qraq is put forward 
as a SPR in Inference ( i. e. Ig as a q§rqq ) in the hope that it will 
be accepted as unquestionably true by the opposite party. But it 
may not be so accepted, in which case it at once becomes a ST 151 !, 
i. e. q^r, by implication. There is no such thing as an absolutely 
fixed sn £ q or sraq. <?/. Nyayabindu (p. 111,14.): “ ?2 |fq 
?cm fqqrqq wi sTsg^rsrq qqqq fli^qqfqwcqT 

iiqrq*q i w q*rq?s^qq: ^TOcqT3 wr?RW#fh ” \) 

cnjzn ?cgqi — In connection with N.Pr. P. 5 1.8. 

P. 45.b. Yrtti P. 28, Panjika p. 61 b. 

qq%Fn. &c. — Note this final form of the definition of qg or 

P. 45 b. qrq:— £< qnw^ifiqrq^ qbqqT m 

s*qrqq*q m qrqfqcg^qq ” \ 

?qT. sf. c[. =q... ...^r — To sum up : qs* is to be defined as u *4- 

P.1511.2I-* [ cf. N.Yartika : p. 108-9. “ qffr 

24 hm:" ], a definition which is further explained as involving 

the foilwing consequences: — ■“ cf^ q q W q 

3 ?RH; q q qqT ; n t See above p. 12. Note on sqT. s. f . P. 13 1. 1 
etc. and the passage quoted from S’l. Vart. The Nyayabindutika 
( P. 24 ) thus discriminates: l< ®r?l §355^ fq^q^f 
§ gr^qqraqfq^ sgqrcisgqq:; 3 qfifs#r. 1 ” 
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etc. Explanation of wissp^sift, 

P. 45 b 


^ejt. Sf. f. er^nsR: ?R*. etc- — TJddyotakara criticises this as follows: <f sr^nq^T: 
P. 15a 1. 25 ^ # 5R^^n%6'4 %rag°fci% i i i 

ScTIR^fi: 3 5^T%;3c?aRT% d^ N H NiafeqWTtT 

^qiK?w kf % i ^if^i c^^tsrtrm i ” 

( N. Yart. p. 113 ). Similarly, Kumarila : “ bmsrft 3 $ 5 ^: 

5^%^ T3TO l l 3 f| Sfl^T m 5R^%qiqri«ra , 

^ ^ro% \ ST Yar. An.P. vv 59b-61a 
which is thus explained by Parthasarathimis’ra in his 
commentary Nyayaratnakara : — T^Hhiitca4 
d%R*!TcF ^ tf% 1 STNf5R?c4, 

’isih ? 1 ar^r si srcg^n **wrf 1 f% \ 1 

rtsrt str 

^rqi 3W 50^tS?W. g^T^WT^f^fcF 5Rj| ^RJI^qRRdR: II” 


crfw. ?R^T 3T3WT etc.-— This is Pars'vadeva’s note on £< # a 

P. 46a. which occurs in the Sanskrit text of the Nyaya-Praves’s 
but is not to be found in the Tibetan and Chinese translations 
( T\ T\ Ch ). The same would seem to be the reading of 
the N.Pr. according to Haribhadras&ri. Here P&rs'vadeva 
perceives a difficulty: — If “ ” is a part of the 

original definition, f # dmsfa: * is evidently superfluous and 
therefore a wrong reading and yet Haribhadra reads it. 
He solves the difficulty by informing us that as a matter of 
fact the original definition of the sutra of the * 35 MW 8 * did 
not contain the word * but this glaring defect was 

supplied by the * wSMeY ( Dharmaklrti ), and consequently 
Haribhadrashri should be here taken to be explaining the sutra 
with the vartika, that is, the original definition as amended by 
the critical commentary. Now, if this be a statement of fact 
based upon tradition and not a mere hypothesis set up 
in order to overcome a difficulty ( and his language shows that 
he himself believed it as a fact) it is plain that “ 
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ia a later addition, which at first was perhaps 
only a marginal note and afterwards got embodied in the 
text by two stages*— first with the words “ 55 retained 

as a reminiscence o£ the addition as in the Sanskrit Ms., and 
afterwards dropped as in the Tibetan and Chinese copies, when 
the addition was finally accepted as an integral part of the defi" 
nition. On the other hand, in support of the reading of T 1 , T* 
and Ch — which have “ ” only, without " 

it may be urged that the author of the Nyaya-Praves’a is fully 
aware of the necessity of the proviso “ as is clear 

from his paragraph dealing with qarrara [ vide " 

qajwra:, ”], and could not, therefore, have omitted 
the word in the definition. But in answer to this it may be 
noted that “ swasinqffos: ” is after . all not the essence of the 
thing, but only a proviso to exclude qajraras, and consequently 
there should be little surprize if the older definitions did not 
contain this word. And as a matter of fact we know, on the 
authority of Uddyotakara and Yacaspatimis 5 ra, that they did 
not. Yacaspatimis’ra attributes one such-'qsjf — to 

Yasubandhu, vide his comment on the paragraph of the YSrtik a 
on N. Sutra I. BB criticising the definition w and 

the same with 41 ?> added:— “ =3 

QT^^lTOcT: qsjT T%5TCr?T%fcT: 5RT f^TTcf ijeffil I 
t cwt q$r an ^nfq 

r%nra ara^Sqrafiifg I ” Now, as recorded by 
Pars’vadeva, the “ that is Dharmakirti, the well-known 

YSrtikakara of Dinnaga, may have introduced the words 
“ CRT wrtiq: ” into the text of the Nyayapraves’a, 

but he was not the first to perceive the necessity of the 
proviso. TJddyotakara, who was an elder contemporary of 
if not distinctly earlier than Dharmakirti, quotes a Buddhistic 
definition of which contains the required proviso: thus, 
“ f^rafr%^r. ”. Dr. Randle rightly attributes 

this fragment of a EArika to Dinnaga, and surmises that it 
might be from the third chapter of his Pramanasamucehya. 
Outside the Buddhist circle, the proviso occurs in the 



^y^ylvatara* of Siddhasena Div&kara, a Jaina writer, (who 
lived in the sixth century A. D.) according to Dr. Satischandra, 
but in the latter half of the seventh a little after Dharmakirti — 
according to* Jacobi ), and in its germ it can be traced 
to Yatsyayana Bhasya of the N, Sutras.f It would 
thus appear that long before Dharmakirti, Dinnaga had 
modified Yasubandhu’s definition “ q# «r*. ” into 

“ q^r. ” and if the old definition was 

still repeated in substance in the N. Pr. it was only out of 
deference to the ‘ qqfel^s’, and further because the addition was 
not essential and could easily be taken as understood. This is 
the only way in which I can reconcile the “ 

” of the Sanskrit mss. with the omission of “ 
m the Tibetan and the Chinese. There is one point, however, 
in which I hesitate to" accept the statement of Pars'vadeva. I 
do not think it was Yartikakara’s criticism which was in* 
serted in the Nyayapraves’a in the words u ^Tcf 

qispRiq: ” and this mixture of Sutra and Yartika was commented 
upon by Haribhadra. For, in that case we should have found 
Yartikakara’s other criticisms also similarly attended to. I think 
“ was introduced by Buddhists to meet 

Uddyotakara’s criticism that qs?= fiwfifaTO* ” was 

in conflict with “qsgr which does not contain the last 

word ‘RwsiPw&d: 5 of the former. Consequently in restoring the 
original text of the N. Pr. not only ‘ CRT , J as in T ! , T*. 

Ch. but the whole set o£ words f£ qiqqtiq: ” 

should be dropped. 

To sum up our examination of the tradition recorded 
by Pars’vadeva : — 

1. Dharmakirti may be responsible for “ qRPRlq: ’ f 

but he was not the first to perceive the necessity of the 

addition. 

2. DinnSga has defined ‘qs? ’ elsewhere in the Pramana- 

samucchya with the additional word. 

* “ WTWTVsqjm: w- ” Nyayavatara v 14a. 

t “ ^fWWW ”w— N. Bh. p. 3, 


22 


S37T. sr. f 
P16, 1. i 


^7T. ST. f 

P 16. 1. 


P. 16 , l 


3. The same, however, is not done in the N. Pr., which must 

be due to the author’s respect for his f such as 

Vasubandhu. The KPraves'a would thus appear so be 
earlier than the P. S. 

4. The Tibetan and Chinese reading fits in well with 

Diiinaga’s view expressed in the P. S., but if we accept 
it as the original reading of the N. Pr. we are faced with 
the insoluble problem— how the Sanskrit Mss and commen- 
taries came to read — “ # TORta:. ” 

5. The whole set of words “ 5> was a 

later insertion in the N. Pr. done in order to meet 

the criticism of Uddyotakara who pointed out that 

Yasubandhu’s definition of qej differed in this respect from 
Dinnaga’s. 

. 5i# t^t — Our text of ^r. sr. reads “ uter: 

t 51#SR# qi% ” 

^ ^ii^:...%nOTT^r%r: — The doctrine of is popularly 

associated with the Mimamsaka; for generally every work of 
his school has something to say in support of it. But the 
Vaiyakarana holds a similar view, although from a motive 
somewhat different from that of the Mimamsaka; to the 
Vaiyakarana, 51^ is the god of his science ; to the Mimamsaka the 
ideal 51 ^ is and with him ^ is not being the creation 
or revelation of any such being as God. It is difficult to say 
in which of the two schools, the doctrine originated, perhaps 
it arose independently in both. The doctrine is also ascribed j 
sometimes, to the Samkhya. This, however, could be justified 
only as a corollary from his which, is a much more 

comprehensive doctrine. 

. — A 'll, that is a good should possess three forms, or 

6 conditions of its validity : (1) (2) and 

(3) fro To these, the Brahmana Nyaya adds two 

more: ( 4 ) and ( 5 ) , which the 

Buddhist would regard as guaranteed by ' * of the 

definition of q$. 

r a?? f^fri — The etymology of the wood %*•’ connected with 
its function. 
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Wfi. Sf. f^q:=f^q*TTq:, possessed of a three-fold nature. 

P. 16, 1. 8 q^l%...Here f ^’stands for the alone, that is the whole 
P. 16, for the part ( ). The reader will remember that 

11.12-15 the whole is ‘ wq&sr qrft ( see wn.sr.s, P 15,11. 21-23 and 
note thereon ). 


qf&ET 
P 46. ab 


^ The Panjika introduces a different 

kind of wq — which is not given in the text or the Yrtti. A 
i$I, it says, is of three kinds : (1) that is the very being or 
essence of the 31% e.g. ‘ Rrnimk f This is a tree, because 
it is a sims'apS’ ( a species of tree. ) 5 (2 ) ‘ qir4 5 , that is, the 
effect of the e. g . f There is fire because 

there is smoke’; and (3) argwt, that is, non-perception which 
leads to the inference of absence, e. g. ‘ 

’ — ^3 which should have been found at a particu- 
lar place is not found there and therefore the inference is that it 
does not exist there. For these three of the Middle Terms and 
subdivisions of the third kind see Dr. Yidyabhussana’s H. I. L. 
pp. 311-12 ; see also Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu Pariccheda II, 
and Dharmottara’s Tika thereon:- q i 

rcft I...I ^rrq: q*n lajrsq wn^if^ra \ wf 

qqnqra tc m% t w* i ” 


The inferential character of these three kinds of ll has been 
thus shown in the N. Bindu : — 1 “ f| smfsq x 

i s q ateq: q ^dKic^in, 

I dqi3nd«r5^n^qic[. I % q dTW^djicHtii 

I ZTXtm l araW%T%fiq , 

sfd n ” 


It will be noticed that in the the relation between 

and WQ is that of species and genus, and consequently 
essential ; in the $P§tg it is causal ; and in the sjvjqgiNig 
the argument is from one negation to the other. The distinction 
between and .is a valuable contribution of the 

Buddhists to Indian Logic. Cf. " The nature of these laws 
(of connection) is further made explicit by the division of the 
syllogism on the basis of the relations of identity, cause and 
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negation. It ia impossible to ignore the principle underlying 
this division? it corresponds to a classification of judgement 
based on the relation of subject and attribute, first into 
positive ( Vidhi ) and negative (Anupalabddhi=prafcisedha), while 
the positive judgement is then divided according as it is based 
on identity i. e. is analytic (Svabhavanumana), or is based on 
causality, empiric (K&ryanumana). Reduced to a Kantian 
form we can recognize, without too much pressing, the ideas 
a priori of substance and attribute, being, non-being, identity 
and cause, a list which has sufficient affinity with the Kantian 
categories to be more than a mere curiosity of speculation.,.. 
The division of the syllogism in this way is not recorded of 
Dignaga and by Sures’vara is expressly attributed to Dharma- 
kirti. This view is confirmed by a passage from Dharma- 
kirti quoted by Cridhara, where it is said ? ‘ The rule according 

to which there exists an indissoluble connexion between ideas 
oj objects does not arise from observation or non -observation, 
but from the laws of causality and identity, which have a 
universal application. There is of course nothing inconsistent 
here with the view of Dignaga, which rather acquires greater 
precision by the new matter thus added. ” Keith’s I. L. A. 
p. p. 102-103. 


— qre itaqftr and^fo^Pi are the enunciations of W- 
ozfifo and o*jfd<'6«TiTH respectively. Cf. “ 5 PT 

l «TT5f I ” N. Bindu II 


&c.— -Derivation of m from W ( unidi termination ). 

46 b 55 3 F#,..&c. (1 ) the consists of the’ stffc 

alone; ( 2 ) it consists of alone; and ( 3 ) qej- 

— ( not sfcrqffl — but it consists of the 

whole, ^ and together, reason for 

this is that when you are giving the 13 or the q^, you are 
predicating it of the bare **!%, and not of the as 
possessed of the for, the sftf, with the OT is yet 

improved. If the were understood to be in the ^ where 
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would be the necessity of the tg? ('are 
TO*) 

ar^Tc^n^'^r &c.— Construe 

8TRc^-^^-f^^q ? an( j etc. as two separate 

series of SfM-qs? — and tjjs. 

qfor=q qsjrs^ <fcc. — No. For, «ra sraf q tfTOr...*wq qr 

TO • Therefore, fjps^ w q#sMqa. 

q^rn^r ft &c. The whole qs? consists of two parts : 

and q# — of which it is only the former with which 
the tg ( qsnw ) is to be construed. 

qq^STT q htsztwj: &C. — The TO part of the qf^l— viz. 

P 47 a consequently not the q^J, when the f<| is predicated of it. 

&c. — The sq# is illustrated in the 12RT, and in the 
€SRT the q$-( TO )part of the qe?, and not the sri^lr( ^ )part 
enters into the^iH. Read ^Flftf a i$T3...q W5 : * 

Read “ ara qq qqqr%g?iqrsrq q q^r, wp 3 1 

ssra Igsqf^r i ” 

TOsrcfrro^srq &c. — The TO is the m as predicated of the 
qmq, , and thus the two taken together. 

The whole position is thus summarized in the following 
quotation*. " firo q$r<TOP q# q4fMq%; ^rfros TO& ; STTOir 

gq|q^ » ” 

^TT. Sf. ^ gqsjr — rqq# — sqaj and TTO are defined 

P 16. 11 14. in the text of the Nyaya-Praves’a P. 1, 11. 11-12, and 
16. 11 12-13. 

L 14. etqffeq to — T he point of ' emn^T 5 is thus 

explained in the Panjika (P 47a):— u ^ Wr 

§q w i qqt q qr^fqif^RTW *jfreq TOrqTqm 
qfiqhsiq i 3T^i?5i^[iiq qqqrq. — siroq to \ TOsfq^qdT qr 

^xmi ^dufro wp”, that is to say, the 
second condition, TO srfq^, does not require that all the circum- 
stances of the 5SRT ( TO ) need exist in the qs? also. To expect 
that would be to deny the possibility of Inference altogether. 
All that is necessary is that we should distinguish between 
essential and un-essential circumstances, that is, circumstances 


4 
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which amount to necessary conditions, and those that do not. 
In this connection, the Brahmana logicians have elaborated the 
doctrine of sqrrsr and cfi. ( see Tarkabhasa: section on 
which is defined as TOTlt% again being defined 

as sqwTOfci:.) 

«TI. sr. f . ^raf^rThis is the third condition of a good t§. =^R: &c.— 
P. 16 in ( K. Pr. P 1,1. 9). For 'iqsNni: 5 of the 

1]. 15-17 Yrtti, the Panjika reads f and explains it. 

5?rr. sj. = fqq% 1 TO 3^isrq 

P. 16,1.18. The rigid rule applies to TTO only, that is to say, a good 
<ri^T should be absent from all ftqsis, that is, cases where TO 
47 b. is not ; a similar universality does not belong to TOf TOH,; for, 
it is not necessary for a good ifjj to be found in all the 
e. g. ( to be produced by a volitional effort ) is 

not expected in all TOs, that is, things which possess 
a lightning, for example, is not wwiwte and is yet 
3ti%f — In st. 1 p. 16, 1. 19, read “ 

( instead of . .) 

TOT” 

Kit. si. TOmTOF^T ?ttos4: — tot defined. 

Pi, ^r'rqRfrqT &c. — See Note on this subject given below. 

H. 10-11 TOm°— Yrtti on the definition of TO given in the 

??rf. st. Nyayapraves’a. — ^WM- q$r ; [ Sfq^f: 1 -ttsqr 

P. 16, L 23 SI ^ q$ TOTO^ — Panjika i. e. the word 

* qsj * being secondarily applied to S2RI„ the latter is called *TO 
i. e. TOi: — PaBjika ]. 

Kir. ST. 5[. €ITOT^=55TO=9! , Wft a I ^TI ,a nW 0 I =fl 3TTOT SM^qTORlH. \ 

P 16 11. : ' ’ in 

24-25 TO: (NPr.)=*T2i^:, f * § — which is thus explained in the 

P I li. 1-2 Panjika *: 3 1 * 

it should be a reality and not 

a mere word, that is to say, a fiction, 
q «[ gw jfrMKf^ -Two ways of taking TOT •• — (1) ww*4Kir*H TOJFt- 

P. 17, 1*. 3. qfcftrt *n. s. 1 P. 16, 1. 23), and (2) »m*IWRfW 

* TOKfr^TT ? in both the cases, because the primary 

meaning of TOr is ^Mit! 
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etc.— [ stffcterc: ] ^ [ toTskto ] st*p*4 : 1 

P, 47 b 5f 3 *n«RRT : &C. By vmz, sm may be used either 

for spl or for in the former case srnWl will be a Rwpttw 
( ^TM^ itr w ); in the latter, it will be a qgicRa^r ( «r«rw nb ) 
cf. graiara&n^OT «rW i sRJTRgq^” 

*m. sr. f Read “ ^ wmm sufffft *trr*. ” 

P. 17, 1. 4 

qf^fSFTT Rg ^^rRTWi«pr...This is said with reference to the word 

47 b. f grswknrrr^f ’ occurring in the definition of SFW in the 
N. Praves’a. Sis7WrRF#R w: f and not 

^rr: ; for, the similarity may extend to several 
other points also, although as a matter of fact for the purpose 
of the particular reasoning they may be excluded. 

5 ?yT. xy. |\ f q^RRTa: * is an obvious misprint for * w4^tr: ’ 

P. 17,1. 7. 

11 10-11. Read for = invariably accom- 

panied by. 3^='3TSRRTR. 

qT^j^jT sqp75 R^WR &C. =52 TiM s tJi'Hl c (ld v Stf=RrRR: ( ^ S. f. 

P. 48 a 11.13*14.) 

5 T. f. sfsR &c — The Vrtti explains why in the »n. sr. 

P. 17, 1. 14 the epWR# was not enunciated in connection with the RR3J, 
while the is enunciated in connection with the 

RW, ( ss arar^rarara where rr=rrrwr^ and 

the reason being that the former is simple, 
while the latter is somewhat intricate. 

5UT. s?. f. explained ( Panjika ) 

P. 17, JRR: — &c — SRRR^TCR 5 ^ explained. 

11. 17-20. In s. f. 1. 19 for cPf *n4t *ra: read mm aira: 

P. 17, Read t^RWTR 3R§#tif%tfa 

11. 21-22 The %fr% is R^TRR^Rt^R. Its peculiarity 

is that it is that is to say, it exists in 

some SPWs only: for example, a lightning (%^) is®™ - but 
not M<tM l «RKR 5>, that is, produced by a volitional effort 
( RcRRfit zww- )j and yet it is a good tg, as good as this ( 

) m. 
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qrr%^r 
P 45 a 


si. f. 
P 17 
li. 22-25 


This passage o£ the Panjika in the Mss. available to us is very 
much mutilated. It contains an interesting point regarding 
as predicated of m ( the minor term in 
sktsrw: ): Are all 5Ks 5PfRTq?ci(J^ ? No. 

Sometimes the 3 K may be produced by the natural blowing 
of the wind. 

Head |g*. \ W ^ W i 

‘ qq ’ has two functions: srqmsqsNjq and 3T^TWFr%. (1) ar^m- 
52R 5 #? is illustrated by * ^ ’ which means that is a 

srgefc ( 3#%S^r: c!H 5^%^ ^ W! ?rar I tTWI^q# 

rn #^fcf [ Read instead 

of cmto ] ^ ?3TRai# w %ti v&K \ m H ^%ra 

i%n% ?fi% qr OTtr %j^r ^ 

qqra (2) 

°q=r=ilq is illustrated by * qpq 03 et 3 *w’ which means-qr4 
is the only ^5#t. 

Devabhadrashri, the commentator of SiddharsiganPs commen- 
tary on Siddhasena-Divakara’s NyayavatSra, notes three 


meanings of 
qitrW : — • 


;*n. sr. f. 
P.17,1.24 
P. 17,1.25 
P.18,1. 1 


rs. r>. ^ rs. *\. ■rw 

o^cji-^fiiti HTHW mqRTT °3TIcR^H: SS 
qiqq 3ci%5fF 1 
qraf M qr mt n 

The effect of 33 in the present case is (1) to exclude the four 
kinds of and also sreNF^T — by and 

(2) to exclude the nine l^mras — Wi etc.*— by 
For explanation see Panjika P 48 b, 49 a wsqsjsrqf tgcrens 
3R*. q^w |g4qvrq^wife^5S3T sqrqqqfq i As regards 
aisrro it points out’*— cRJ ^qsffitWFi Tqq8jrf|%F[T%q [ Read 
Rq^if%o for Tqq$rf%° ] ^ l#rq wioqqqqf sqqra^ t q 

^qdqqajtr: [ Read TOTqqw instead of sq^q^qt: ] 
fq^er q^mcq gq<qi srer: q«M£ 

mvi - " q^R 33 l^qn^rat After 

explaining awRffl q^ q as 3F33 -fqq%3 4hr^ °qq'%q: , it 
points out the effect of ^ according to this second meaning 



of q^r — qr4 <T3 fesSift ?nqmi|n i cnsn g sift m 

raJM^ifw mm qii v$ «r ^5^ 

cfcfrs^TTs^^i jq^nra ] 

*01. sr. f . m sqs? qq[%. Reference to wwj <£m%r in the text of the 
18, 11. 1.2. N. Praves’a P. 1, 1. 14. 

Objection : If it is confined to STW, it ia not even in q«9 ! 
Answer: Not so. About qsj, there ia no question. ( m, 

” Vrtti 1. 3 where 0 qTO3Fr 

is a misprint for ksnfi^ra;. 

,5 P. 18 ajStf %% m’m Reference to fro in the text of the 

11 3-4. N. Praves’a P. 1, 1. 14. 

„ 1. 5. Pafijika reads 3, but one can read ^ as well. The 

latter seems preferable. A quotation is cited ( mm =q ) which 
says that even if only one of the two — SR3 and — is 

mentioned, it can very well imply the other . 

3mn;aiq4 gahr &e.' — TO ^ implies f^fsro^, and yet 
P. 49 a. it is separately mentioned to show that in debate the latter 
may be set forth also. A more serious point which the 
Panjika raises is grounded on the difference between the case of 
) and 35T% ( ‘c^^qra’ ) on the one hand and 
arjjqsisq^j ( ' 5 ) on the other. In the case of the 

first two, only one of the two sqntfs — and should 

be enunciated ( qq aw * 
gikra t m w sktik: ( =5nn*r: ) 

3TO 3 ^: t) 

??TT. ST. |. mvm?l &c— Reference is to in ari^nft |g: of N. Praves’a 
P. 18, 1. 7 P 1, 1. 15. The or the predicate to be proved of the minor 

qfssf^FJT term may be 3#^, %-m etc, because the science of Logic has been 
P 49 b cultivated by the Buddhists in order to prove eartain funda 
mental truths of Buddhism, such as si §:^, 

[ f Aniccam\ ^Dukkham’, ‘Anattam’ ] 55 f| etc — the four 
‘snsraHs’ or 4 Noble Truths’ of Buddhism are well known: 
these are ( 1 ) ( X ) and ( v ) mv. ( See 

Rhys David’s “American Lectures on Buddhism” Pp 136-138.) 
i. e. the Noble Truths concerning (1) Suffering, (2) the Origin 
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sqr. sr. 
P. 1, 1.15. 
to P.2,1. 6. 


S€TT. ST. f. 
P 18. 

1 . 8 . 


«TT. ST. f. 

P. 18, 
11. 11-20 


5ITT. ST. f. 
P. 18, 
11, 20-25 


of suffering, (8) the Destruction of suffering and (4) the Way 
which leads to the destruction of Bufferring. Gunaratna, a 
Jaina like the author of the Pafijika, has thus summarised the 
Buddhist doctrine; “ =^°ir 

1 m qsnqKRft^ %Ri^r:...ci tft 

l®iraiun. sgsft: 1 , 

Jim: I RlfelT^TT RrT^T ton ” 


3ft ft §:*sfe<4 &c— The is based upon the following 

(1) artod; , (2) (3) 3wr m:, and (4) 3?ren. 

&g, Mallavadin, the author of Dharmo- 
ttaratipanaka, a gloss on Dharmottara’s Nyayabindutik&. 

€ST?di %%n — €SRf is of two kinds — (1) that based on — 
similarity, and (2) that based on%r4 — dissimilarity — (1) ‘homo- 
geneous’ and (2) 4 heterogeneous ’ as Dr. Yidyabhusapa 
renders the two terms.' The meaning of the text is plain. 

li The word ssra from 32 and Wft means that which 

being observed ( 32 ) carries the point at issue to the 

conclusion ( 3FcT ). The is thus ‘ sntoassr, ’ and converts 
the to%n% ( difference ), if there be any, into (unanimity) 
%=sf cf; ( Pafijika ). 

&C‘ — *risr*4 and 1^4 derived and explained, 1 

ararato m ] eiwrewwawed [ *n ] 

’ — Pafijika. ( N. Pr. ) = toito (Y rtti)= 

*rs?ft*. ( Pafij. ); ^HTR?l (N. Pr.) = (Yritti)=ai«jnftdT 

I3: ( Panj. ). 

(? 2 fr. sr. 1. 14) — Pafijika reads srwra and explains : 
As regards the uses of fltoi' and the 

Pafijika observes ; “ SMlfNcUft sra*4®Fat m: 1 

tdr; t 

ejnwfsRRt; ™ \ ” 

ft Shraraf &c. — The point raised is this ; In 5i«flsto; 
the sjjrtH with the fostera runs as 32 

jpirMERirafct ( See N. Pr. P. 2, 11 3-4) But is there any thing 
which is ‘ to ’ with the Buddhists ? The answer is; toft 
is to be understood as ®rfflftftfflft ; and sffd'fcft as fKffiftigi^; 



«^3T. 

P. 19* 
11. 1-4 


ssn. si. 

P. 2, 
11. 7-12. 
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Hence the passage in the N. Pr. There is no real such as R9f or 
!5<R> according to the Buddhists, 3WR is not a reality: * 3 
s^qt m qjpreqisfe l. It will be noticed that if the Buddhists 
had originated their own system of Logic, such proposition 
as qfacR ?8 would not have been employed. 

It is obvious, therefore, that they erected their system upon the 
foundations laid by the Brahmanas. 

*TR: SWT etc. Read *TR: clFTWR: *TRWR: l 3T3RHR i. e. 

eWRis nothing but the sfflR of *TR that is and this 3TCR 
is nothing separate from *TR, it is an aspect of and not any 
independent reality, [si 3 fwls# qm Of. 

the view of the Sankara Vedanta which is the same. 

&c. — fe? according to the Buddhists is only a 
negation of stfqR, the latter alone being the reality. 

The reading q*n ^RI^IRT *TR — that is, *tr instead of ar^R — 
would be in accordance with the Buddhist doctrine of 4 3Rtf ’ 
which makes the nature of every *TR consist in sra^sqrfra. 

Each of the three — q$T, ^3 and ?srKs 
to be here understood not as single terms but as propositions. 
Hence, e. g. 3TR?q: qpR*.} 53=§3( 1 . e. qs^-) 5 *^ e. g> 

IR^rrr;*. e> sprst ®Rt=SBRi( *. e. sqajt^ and ) 

e. g. q^RR is R*n qsTRftfq and ( erf^sraR^. ) 
cR$qq> RRI^RIRR. These three propositions are otherwise 
known as * the three 3R*Rs’ or parts of one whole, namely, the 
Inference. c *WR ’ is a word of the Nyayasutra of Gotama. 
•( ‘qsiTsfa ^ffsqqRi by the older-Brahmana-logieians ). 

( 1 ) Note that this formal process of Inference is found 'qtSRRq- 
* that is, when one attempts to convince another by 
reasoning ( = f q#R^ 5 ). ( 2 ) Note that the old logicians placed 
the predicate before the subject in the q%i or q$R*R, while- 
the later Naiyayikas reverse the order, cf. Vatsyayana in the N. 
Bhasya has site: W 3Rra*W$RR;, while later Nyaya treatises 
such as cM?B% etc. have f^R^RR. (B) Note 13° is 

otherwise called (4) Note that the ssrei® includes €SRf 

proper as well as sqiMs; not only but qcf*RS cRRST ?s q*fr 
^ 2 TT^:* and similarly, not only but 
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It is not the SBiRi in itself that proves, but as an observed 
particular of a general proposition that proves. Hence the 
1 S8Rf, 3 like the f 5 of the Brahmana Nyaya, includes 
This is supposed to be an original contribution of 
Buddhists to Indian Logic which later Brahmanas adopted 
in their own system. Compare, however, 

?w, I! also sra? aQcqr^wffsRJi mW ' — 

Yatsyayana’s N. Bhasya I. i. 34-35. 

?3TT. si. f. Rf qaN — This should be read with the preceding ff 

P. 19 1. 5. q^T^f. ”. Of the three qs?, li and the q§3 is the central 
object towards which the t<3 and the are directed. 

&c. — This f RURR 3 of ‘ ^^nfs 5 goes a& far back as 
the terminology of the Nyayasutra of Gotama. 

^T. ...... tou.— E xplanation of sq^mq^q. 

P. 50ab. icfcrifR-. Let us note that while is the objective fact of 
the pervasion of one real by another real, BT'fRT is the subjective 
process of tracing a universal truth through a number of 
particulars, spr: — erqriboqq: *. e. the three collectively ; 
and none singly, can prove the proposition. 

sf. — <f Ch. appears to read £ (or er^R-) qsjrara 3 while T 

P. 2. L 13. reads £ RT^qTRpq 3 33 ( N. Pr. Part II p. 14. Comparative Notes). 

Explain : an’ qe?: cMTRra- Note that here qg is already 

shown to be not only the minor term ( w ) but the proposition 
in which the major term is predicated of the minor (qqfqrarit Rtrr). 
If you read 3TRqq§jlTRT?n, explain it thus: STOW** spwflPJpt ^ q$E 
Note that c 9P=R 3 is not only the t§ or fCgqqq but 
' RT'^^ 3 . f RTRWra: 3 . of T* is as shown above not a good 

reading. Of course, q^f is SPR and consequently q^iRTR is RMIRW; 
But this creates confusion, unless the word «!*r is restricted 
to m and is throughout used as a synonym of q^f. 
The fallacies of q$ are also known as fallacies of afflUT. ( See 
Bhamha’s Kavy&l. ) 

sr. mwafHSisfq— Recall 1 in the defintion of m (N. Pr. 

P. 2, 1. 13 p. 1 7.). The P&njika notes in this connection: 
to P. 3, 1. 7. ( Pafl-j. P 50 b ). 
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£*1T. sr. f . The Yrfcti points out that even i£ the so-called satisfied the 
remaining part of the definition- snf? etc— it would be 
P 50 b <K8wrcrl£ it was f s<3$iT3%5’. 

si. f. M# — Not simply opposed or contrary to, but dis- 

P. 19, 1.19. proved by, For £f read f raq;? i qgwrcr: t ” 

1.23 3 *: . . ^THfsq^iqici r --JR2r^=5ic!r^i%?[gH, i.e. sm&t means 

the 3?r determined by Sc3£f; thus, for example, when we speak 
of a $33 of paddy, what we really mean is paddy of a certain 
weight or measure, viz. '$33.’ 

*?. <|. 5fTH^3l3l^3^t3T3. — The Yrfcti points out, somewhat meticu- 

P.19, 1.24. lously, that in all such names as f Sc3£n3$5 ’ etc. we are to 
TRf^T. understand etc, that is to say, the T31P3 arises 

P. 50 b not from the pram&na Sc3£f etc, but from the fact which is 
disclosed thereby. 

53TT. *1. — There are nine kinds of Fallacious Theses ( 38rn*ro ) :* — 

P. 2. 1. 14. (1) A thesis is contradicted by Perception ( £ Sc32gff3^ ’ ) <?. g. 

to 313133; 31^: — < Sound is inaudible. 5 

P. 3.1. 5. (2) A thesis contradicted by Inference ( f argtiHf^ ’ ) e. g t 
re# 32; — ‘A pot is eternal’ is contradicted by the inference 
‘A pot is non-eternal, because it is a product.’ 

(3) A thesis contradicted by one’s own doctrine ( f simrcss 7 ) 

e. g A Yaisesika undertaking to prove ‘ = 1 = 3 : ’• — ‘sound 

is eternal.’ 

(4) A thesis contradicted by public opinion ( 1 aNte * ) e. g. 

el 31 % SMIT<3T3; 3ipji%33. 1 ‘A ( dead ) man’s 

skull is pure ( not untouchable ), because it is a limb of 
an animate being; as, for example, a conch or a shell. Now 
according to public opinion the former is regarded as 
untouchable, though- not the latter. 

(5) A thesis contradicted by one’s own statement ( ) 
e. g. ‘ ?TraT if span ’ — f My mother is childless/ This 
proposition is self -contradictory. But it is not clear 
whether a statement which contradicts one’s former 
statement will come under this head. Of course,, if the 
former statement amounts to a doctrine it will be classed 
as 4 afl’TOfe, ’ but not otherwise. 


5 



(6) A thesis whose predicate is unacceptable e. g 

while arguing with a Sarhkhya, a Buddhist taking his 
stand on such a proposition as 'Sound is perishable t 
( 5ii% R«n^T ^ ) The predicate in 31 ^ i%JT^T is 

denied by the Samkhya. (rather, Mimarhsaka) Dr. Satis- 
chandra Yidyabhusana rightly observes: “Sound is a subject 
wellknown to the Mimmasaka, but not to the Samkhya.” 1 — I 
would slightly change the language and say: that sound is 
imperishable is a wellknown doctrine of the Mimarhsaka, 
not so much of the S&rhkhya. 

(7) A thesis whose subject is unacceptable ( )e.g. 
while arguing with a Buddhist, a Sarhkhya taking his 
stand on such a proposition as ‘A self or ego is spiritual’ 

( ‘ $\£ s% ’ ). The existence of the subject 

-viz. STRSFIL — is denied by the Buddhist. 

Dr. Yidyabhusana calls (6) 'a thesis of an unfamiliar 
minor term’, and (7) ‘a thesis of an unfamiliar major 
term’, the illustrations given being the same as above. This 
is obviously a slip ; the words ‘minor’ and ‘major’ should 
be interchanged. 

(8) A thesis whose both the terms— the subject and the 
predicate-are unacceptable to the other party (aM&gnrc:) 
e, g. a Yais’esika arguing with a Buddhist and taking his 
stand on such a proposition as ‘ The soul is the substantial 
cause of pleasure, pain etc. ’ ( tft 9% 

). Here we have to note that the Buddhist denies 
both the subject and the predicate; he does not believe in 
the existence of atman nor does he hold that pleasure etc, 
are qualities inhering in atman. 

(9) A thesis universally accepted (s#3SB*«r) e. g. ‘Sound is 
audible 5 i. e. apprehended by the sense of hearing.’ ( 

Dr. Yidyabhusana’s translation of his Tibetan text 
gives, as an example, ‘Fire is warm’. In principle, this agrees 
with the example of our text, ‘ TO* vm # ’• But Toi 
Principal Yidhus’ekhara Bhattacharya reads <J P|T 
This is the -opposite- of Dr. Yidyabhusana’s illustration 
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and changes the nature of the fallacy. In connection with 
his reading of T 1 . Mr. Yidhus’ekhara remarks: 

^Tcf. It has already been noted (Note 20, 2. 16-17 
above) that the last q&jWTU in T 1 is qrafefe and the illustration 
given above is quite in accordance with it. Yet, T l itself 
when it illustrates the term, reads qfhqufqq. It appears that 
T 1 is perfectly right in reading the last q^rane as srafqiqsg, 
and in illustrating it as sTfift*!®!:, for how can be a 

qajffira' and be illustrated as ‘ qisq: sim: 5 as there is nothing 
here which can make an appearance (armret) of the q$ 1 It 
is, therefore, evident that there is some confusion in the 
mss. of both the Skt and other versions”. 

What makes vm\’ an sirara of the q&f is that it is presented 
as a qs? and yet is not a qer. the definition of a q§J requiring 
that it should be f * or ‘ qTqfqgrte’. This can only be 

when the truth of the proposition is at issue between the two 
parties. Such, however, is not the case with r 
and so it is a qajraiq. The correctness of the reading of the 
Skt text of the Nyayapraves’a is vouchsafed by the 
commentary which in explaining and justifying this 
abnormal type of qsnsfisr observes as follows: c< qqf 

'$\m- 1% i qffrsr qii'k5?raqn'kdluqqT%qT2iT ffqq: dq^rt 

q qqtfqrq: \ it it# udf qiqq^t 1 ^ qrfqqict. 

q#q: steY* — Yrtfci p. 21, 1. 24 to p. 22, 1. 2. 

This type is also noted by the author of the Nyayavatara 
( a work of Jaina logic by Siddhasena DivSkara ) and its 
commentator: “sfaqrareq qraqrfqq: q: fe Mdtdiqif® gq q 

qsqqrq: i uMtqq qsRqTq raq^q qrqqrqt^R \ n ” 

The Chinese text of the “ Praves'a-taraka-s’&stra ” 
supports tho same reading. Of the four fallacies of the 
Thesis... not found in Dinna’s work, but, only in S’ankara’s^ 
the last is thus vindicated by Suguira : “ The last fallacy 
of the Thesis is of quite a different character from the 
preceding. If in the first fallacy it was regarded as 
absurd to maintain as a Thesis a statement directly 
contradictory to fact, so in the last fallacy it is maintained 
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to be equally absurd and fallacious to offer as a Thesis a 
statement which everyone would accept as a plain 
statement of fact. No less absurd than to propose the 
Thesis Sound is inaudible ” is to propose the Thesis 
ie Sound is audible. J? In proof a Universally accepted 
truth is treated as an imperfect Thesis. ” (Hindu Logic 
as preserved in China and Japan p. 62.) 

As noted by Principal Yidhusekhara, Ch reads 

and T* for of the Skt. text. T 1 first names 

it but afterwards in illustrating it below reads 

T s reads and q^i%5 for the 

last four, which makes only a difference of language) 
*n«rp-dl and being equivalents of fqwi and 

respectively, and <R*q* in the last corresponding to 
of the Skt. test. 

It is interesting to note that Bhamaha, the great Buddhist 
poetician, while giving a summary of Logic ( * IspM- 
gqm:’ ), in the course of his treatment of ^Iqs adopts the 
same classification as that given here ( f afcl§T [=q^ )~\^r 
is % and illustrates the last |gqranT = (q^Fire) which 
he calls ‘ srujwit ’ by the example given in] our Skt. text. 
“ ttcTT i ” — Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara 

Y. 19.). Thus, the correctness of the reading in the 
Sanskrit text — — is warranted by the N.Pr. Yrtti, 
Oh, T J , half of T 1 and Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara. 

Kumarila in his SlolaYartika mentions 
which should not be mistaken as supporting the reading 
of T l . For, in Si Yart it appears as a variety of 
which in its turn is one of the i%prs of the six 
pramanas. This he illustrates as follows : “ 

?^{dr i "ET U ” 1° the scheme of 

the N. Pr. this would fall under ' ’ and has there, 

fore nothing to do with the of T 1 given 

in the place of * afegw? ParthasarathiMis'ra, the 
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commentator of Slokavartika, criticises the illustration of 

as given by tbe Buddhist logician 
viz 3T%^, which, in his opinion, should 

have been given as an illustration of Thus, 

Kumarila and Parthasarathi while they mention 
do not employ the word in the sense of the of T 1 

but of the f * which figures in all the recensions of 

hTyayapraves’a. Uddyotakara sees no justification for 
recognising arenas of N. Pr.) as a special 

since it would come under one or another of sroro^Nrs. He thus 
says : — “snlrraresg 3 * fulfil aral®^ra«r \ i sn%i%: 

3^ stor qsqm*. 1 ” — K. Yart. p. 114 .) Moreover 
he objects to the example given by the Buddhist logician 
as an illustration of f sttrm^ J . The proposition } 

he says, is not opposed to the aruw but only to the sfjpR of 
the the right illustrations of as given by 

Parthasarathi being gr%^T%:q 5 qi® q 

etfJjqWNfifai figsmn 

Thus “ sTRfTRsshPq tsffow rr: ^ # rrt i ^Riq q^rm: 1 

Furthermore, lie objects to f arsfm: 353 : * 
being regarded as a case of se^srrpt, it being in his opinion 
a case of ergRRiRTTR, the proper illustration being ie a^wfisih- 
ffrh ” Thus: " ST^rSThrdh Reefed'-*: t 3 TRSR: 

1 i |[%|tRTSRl%rT 

1 f %3 a^rqwrqrguiRRR 1 w%ih- 

R[%p%3ifR% t I £fpilSI%rc% pR » *’ 

Similarly, Kumarila criticises the Buddhist and says that 
strut: is an illustration of sRWRttR, for we all apprehend 
and not RRiRq:, which we know to be i%5 to st^rh 
and not to rrsj. Thus: — “ m\m\ 3 rs#jt 1 

1 srit stttoi rr sr^pwir^ 1 
rkr qm% 1 ” S’l. Yart. vv 59 b— 61 a 

The illustration given under in our text, irrar h 

’ Kumarila would treat as a case of i 3P*[%ra/ which he 
divides into R%t°-^fe^q°-and $m, the first 
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( qra?rrtbu ) again into 3i%Rmr*r, smffoqp*, and qffi w w 
* — illustrating them by “ 3TR#qqt *tNt , ” where the very 

utterance contradicts the truth of the proposition, “ 
ajsn, ” where the predicated of all propositions 
makes this very proposition w and thus contradicts 
its truth, and “ ar| srt srra: m span 3Rjft m ” where the 
subject ( ) contradicts the predicate (qaan) and thus 

makes the proposition false. The ‘ 'jtd^qiqbR 5 of Rumania 
is what is called f armuraiNr ’ in the Nyayapravesa : “ srhasr 
qi’aret 55 corresponding with “ trews?# rr: 
^ ”. The already noticed, is 

illustrated by the denial of a well-accepted meaning such 
as the word ^ denoting streRT 

fwrra u sfesRi# sfssh^t qreqh i ” This of 

SToka-Yartika is a variety of and hence * errereiJR: * 

will not be an illustration of it. It will rather be an 
illustration of both in the scheme of the Nyaya- 

praves'a and that of the S’lokavartika. 

Siddhasena Divakara, the author of the Nyayavatara, thus 
refers to the fallacy of q^TUR: 

“ sRqrerc# *r: t%s: qsjwrais^refR*. i 
=q qrmdiswr m: u ” 

Here are noticed jive vareties of q«jwra:— (1) sftqwRJr *r: fog: 
i, e . snctareiH mmk*‘ #: fos*. stents ir sr q^rreirai (Com.) 

= f srrensdsRq 1 of the Nyayapraves’a i. e. 33**, Ifafi qr 

ura (2) srajal site ( = ’) *. g. 

H&TTR ^cS^PJITR, q^RT%TO 3T SRTJq^ltl # (3) ^TRcl: i. e. 

3T3?TT^n%cT: (=‘ STgRRlf^S: * )~e. g. ^r%*; (4) 

T%5: ’ ) e.g. UWJT HTcTT; (-5) SeRreRSTrerett - ’ e, g. q srfsfo 

st WV Dharmakirti in the Nyayabindu says : “ e?fw£3 # 
TTcti^uslq” It may be noted incidentally with reference 
to the reading of HPr. P. 1,1. 7 discussed above that 
Dharmakirti refers to 1 w. ureftarcs:’ <HJ: ’ as the > 

( c ^ 3 WTSfq’ ) of ‘q$’ to which he adds ‘areas’ and justifies 
the addition; and Dharmottara in commeting upon it 
also says qrer* 

q^r: 51 % s#n3 S#rrc $3* “thus implying 
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that the older definition of q$r did not contain the proviso 
1 ‘ sr^rrerto;: ” , and therefore the whole " ffct 

” may well be an emendation of the text of 
the N, Praves’a (P. 1 , 1. 7) in the light of Dharmakirti's 
suggestion. 

*r: m sr. s w- i 

m dr wi; # i apn to ^ m i 

srairamtfg'f w w wm \ w^Rfaisat m smroni # 
ztm.: qsprraT ft” ■ — N. Bindu. Dharmottara in 

commenting upon this passage of the N. Bindu does not 
enlarge the list. But he adds an illustration of 
which is interesting, since it reminds one of the famous Greek 
parallel — 4 All Cretans are liars’ put forward by one who was 
himself a Cretan ( u ^rsfa i| s? to stofcT qf?R SfSRH mm 

’’ ) s3tfcrt%ifcr is thus explained: “ ms* 
5i^r=^r * mz wira atoram; i m =q sto tea: i sraidls*? 3^j 
s#ct: \ i l?r fessq 

rcte l...era: l%S3q 

T%Rto^ M mm i ”— N. B. Tika. 

Before concluding this branch of the subject let us note 
Pras’astapada’s list of five q^rcres** — These are “ s^sjrr-^Wf- 

i ” and they are illustrated as follows:- 
( 1 ) a^iiswrira ( Fire is cool ) ( \ ) ( Sky- 

spaee-is dense ) ^ureter ; ( 3 ) mm* to ( A Brahmana 
may drink liquor ) ScTOtel ; ( * ) { An 

effect is pre-existing in the cause, in the mouth of a Yais'esika) 
and ( 'a) * g^sqsRTO: (Words carry no 

meaning ) ?ict 

ejjr. sr. f. z&m’m srarcfc m ^ srsmtelq srW TOrate fto^-I£ 
P. 20, 1. 4. you undertake to prove 3P*ra°ia of this predicate— 3^';^- 

will be found to be opposed to and disproved by «R<na which 
is already known by TO to belong to 
1 5. wwi * ^RTct 1 ®BST 9R^9R.g>Rfq§g;: 1 — 

An objection to the foregoing illustration is here taken:— 
^raiaf—the Universal or the General is not TO at all according 
to Buddhists, *3®$% that is, the Particular and not the 
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Universal being according to them the object o£ stsraji, while 
that is, the Universal is the object of “ sRqeR {| 

^M&owsc iq^ri q sraRfara m\h ”> — Panjika p, 50 b ). 

How then could one say ‘ ssresfSfesi snq«i&i '-mm being a 
and therefore beyond the reach of \ Answer : — 

I i. e. the termina- 
tion 3 in is not intended to signify STOR the general 

or universal nature — but ( =5^2 SFT=^i ) the particular 

nature, the thing itself ( ‘^^t’ ) 

qj^T. $?re°i#T — Explana- 

P. 50 b. tions in terms of Buddhistic rnetaphysics. Bead 1 

i era ScW^t f%*s or era Sc^^ra *13% \ ' 

qi%^T. 3 *hrN§ ?Rrr — While answering the objection, * ’ ( Dharma- 

P. 50. b. klrti ?.) goes beyond the position taken up in the foregoing 
reply, in which SfWR is conceded to be a real- which is appre- 
hended by 3T3*fl?i though not by ‘ #1 ’ denies reality to 

qmR altogether. He says : “ ^ra wwqq: grtmi^TT^era:, % 
i. e. the 3 in snTOf does not mean a real universal 
( SR r 4*ri3, that is m in the sense of real universal) but only 
being, in the present case conceptual or nominal existence. 
The difference between the first and the second explanation is 
the difference between two schools of Buddhist Metaphysics 
viz. Repre mentation! sm or Indirect Realism and Subjective 
Idealism. 

It is to be noted that does not occur in the text of the 
N. Pravesa whose illustration is <f Wi= ” — which is 

not open to the objection discussed above. Evidently, the 
illustration is found elsewhere and is confounded with that 
o-iven in the H. Pravesa— 'unless it be assumed that the author 
of the Yrtfci had it in his copy of the H. Pr. Probably , tfie text 
of the N. Pr* which contained no reference ’sraR ( °^f ) was 
explained and illustrated by commentators in terms of SWR 
and so gave rise to the objection which is noted in the Vrtti 
and is repeated in the Panjika. 

JT* f. &c > — ' 3TFW ' as here undertood is the particular 

p. 20, school which the writer has avowed as his own. 

11. 13-14. 
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? &c.— ( 1 ) §f$[( )^t ( Yais 5 . Sutras VI. i. 1,, 

50. b. 57 a. (\) G&msmwi aun^m. ( Yais’. Sutras X. ii.-9 .) 

— By the Mimamsakas 

stqfesN^f — In consequence of its not being a production of any 
person, human or. divine. — in consequence of its being 

the work of a personal being; in the present case, of the 
Divine Person. 

?* 7 T. sr. f. etc -Read ‘ f ftRRuraTO;” (See 

P. 21, 11. 4*5 Panjika p. 52a. ) 

qf^3>T Stwfef t| &c-— A summary of the Sarhkhya system. 

P. 51- is referred to in Anuyogadvara ( a work 

P. 22a. of the Jaina- canon ) as c wrarRf which is the same as Ippfos# 
or %°2raHT% 7 the 11 Golden-Seventy 55 which together with a 
commentary was translated into Chinese by Paramartha bet- 
ween 557 and 568 A. D. This is the sane as the well-known 
€t^rfe?T of 

&c. — The Sarhkhya denies f 3tqr^ 5 and * 
fsfaisr/ that is, absolute and absolute RR3T, a doctrine 
maintained by the Buddhists and the Nyuya-Yais’esikas who 
are consequently stigmatised as * sntt^T^’s, that is, semi- 
Buddhists. Not that and i%n?r in some sense — in the sense 
of 3TTT%M T%tWR°-are not accepted by the Sarhkhyas. = 

that into which the cause does not enter ; traceless ; absolute. 

P. 51 b. ), 3 sflifft, 4-20 a group of sixteen consisting of 5 

5 3R%s, 1 *R: and 5 &ms, ( ) 

and 21-25 the 5 ( i*3T, asm, and snarer.) The 

Samkhyakarika which gives the number is quoted in the 
Panjika. So also is the Karika which distinguishes the nature 
of from the other members of the series; the same has 
qT3*T^T. been also explained. i%wmTff etc. — The Sarhkhya etymology of 
P. 52 a. the word. 

P. 52 b. Objection: How can a Buddhist speak of when he has no 

such proposition as W or ‘srafi 5 forming part of his Inference ? 
In answering this objection, the fact that the Buddhist does 


6 
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not recognise 3mm is admitted, but the treatment of q$ and 
q^rwre is defended on the ground that it is meant for beginners 
( ‘ *rc^W**' h ^ho have to gather every kind cf information 
relating to the subject before they enter upon a scientific 
discussion. In' the latter case, 3mm is not necessary, j s 
enough. ( <Ktr mm™ m w}: ). The Buddhists were 
not the founders of the science of Logic, of which they 
had borrowed the framework and numerous details from 
the Brahmanas. These, however, they have endeavoured to 
improve upon in their own way. This is how the subject of 
finds a place in a Buddhistic work, although the 
rejection of 3mm ( ) is one of the reforms which the 

Buddhists have proposed. 

f . q etc. Bead 3%mmi qife. Objection:— 

*21,11.5-10 If the fact that your proposition is not accepted by your 
opponent is enough to^ make it £ ’ g00 d 

bye to all^ ergRUi. ( iqsfraqi%*q ? ) For, 

every ( W ) srgJTR is occasioned by difference with the 
opponent^ Answer: Mere difference of opinion does not 
create for surely such a thing would be 

absurd. The qsFTKT under notice is intended to serve as a 
caution that the should be properly established and placed 
beyond possibility of question by means of valid arguments, 
(sqqftw ?2RT*rm ^rrspiNt: i g* 

i sgRf srere sqln: qjcfoq: , — -N P r . X'rtti p. 21 11 8-10 )" 
qfw &c a wwrq qa^i?^<dqqTcq3KT 

P. 52 b ’ET i It has been observed above that 

P. 53 a. q^r — that is a minor premiss — does not become a q$jT*n*r 

fallacy of the minor— simply because it is not aeceptabl 
to the other party. But in order that the balance be 
turned in our favour we must show that the ssrt on 
which we rely is sound. Thus, in the problem of 
versus sfWcqcq mooted above qa should be shown to be 
by refuting the — the doctrine of pre-existence of 

the qiiq in the W — of the Samkhyas. The whole of the 
second half of P. 52 and the first half of P.53 contains a 
refutation of this doctrine. 
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SFRRt "Wtt^ sEidfatil gq i qw ^g R K^g qg grT- «5Pfewraftfe sfoan: — The 
Samkhya argument: Since only such Wis as are possessed of 
?n% ( potential energy or capacity ) can produce a given <fi4 
and no others, it is evident that the exists in the in the 
form of that 5ir%. Criticism: No. The *sr4 is not found in th e 
before it is made. ( Head: “ wN*r ) The 

Samkhya answers: It is not found, not because it does not 
exist, but because it is not made manifest ( ). 

Criticism: What is there to show that it exists ? ( sraft 1 % 

) Samkhya: The very fact that it comes into being. 
( Scrra*. ). Criticism: If it exists already, it is absurd to say 
that it comes into being ( SFiq ct^r i^WRcnra ), 

The Samkhya rejoinder: If that which does not exist can 
come into existence, a <sKttmqf ( the horn of donkey ) can a s 
well do so/’ ( sn^)j or rather 

as the maintains, that which does not exist can 

come into being, nothing can come into being except a 
! Reply: No. The does not come into being, 

because there is no cause to bring it into being. ( wiwiTOf. 
etc. ) Similarly to is not made out of cFgs, or TO out of 
because <F§s are not the cause of to, neither sfos of to. 
Every effect has a definite set of causes which alone 
produces the effect and no other ( sraft- 

Hark the difference between the two views*. The problem 
before tho two parties is — How is it that to is made out 
of *2%$! and not out of cFgs, and similarly TO out of a^s 
and not out of wm \ One of the parties— the 
accounts for this by assuming a 5n% i. e. — the potential 
existence of in the which enables it, and it alone, to 

produce the particular effect; while the other — the 
accounts for it by assming a causal law ( based on observation ) 
which connects the cause with the effect (cF?EE5%n f| snmft to^i 
sifiT&TOsssn i ^ femra t 

3 ) Note that according to one school the 

iw is the ultimate fact of observation ; according to the other 
w is the fact to be accounted for— which is done by 
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assuming 5lf%> for the purpose. The position of the 3 «j<«w 4- 
^T%:is this: Whatever is made must be 3^ before it is made; 
not that whatever is 3RT3; can be made. Hence, the objection 
that a might as well come into existence because it 

is ar^is futile.; it is not every 3?^ that is made, but whatever 
is made must be 3?^ before it is made, ( -ygwsicl 

# 53TT%R^ i si 35PP^afFK& q<?) In fact it is a contradiction 
in terms to say that a thing is and that the same is afterwards 
made ( i ). Moreover, if a thing is 

even before it is made, why all the labour of collecting th e 
materials and working the machinery for its manufacture ? 
(Read ^r-Panjikk P. 53. a). The Samkhya 

reply: It is for making patent what was hitherto latent 
(zw&l'm) Criticism: Was that (drawing out or 

manifesting of that which is latent ) S3 or before now ? 
If you say ^ — why need you trouble to make it ? If you 
say arcRt, you relinquish The Samkhya explanation: 

3TW5zu% or mainfestation is only the removal of 3 3T^ J i- 

5Wiqrsw52n%: ), not a thing to be made like the whose 

it is. Criticism: If thereby you imply that 
is RR, the removal of 3TOT is unnecessary. If, on the other 
hand, the removal is doing something, the ceases to 

be r%r. ( Rc^mt [r%Hc'R<3R. i stfSRR^sraw: ' ) 

Samkhya objection: It is contended by the Samkhya 
that such expressions as ^ bear testimony 

to the existence of the thing before it is produced; for, 
the in *113% cannot be done by unless the 

is there; similarly the fifRT in 3F5 cannot be applied to ^2 unless 
the ^z is there. Answer: the 3Tf* and the ^ are here referred 
to prospectively ( ^3 sq q^tti 

^TTRR ) In brief, there is no sense in 

saying that a thing is made if the thing is alrea dy there ; 
and if a thing is made it is clear that it is not 

Head this for ) 

For a full discussion of the pros and cons of the saafe* 
yide Samkhya Sutras I. III“*123 with the Bhasya 
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of Yijnanabhiksu, and Yedantasutras with the BhSsya 
of S’amkara and the Bhamati of Yacaspatimis’ra. 

The distinction between the two doctrines is thus presented in 
a nutshell by YijflSnabhiksu at the end of his commentary 
on Sainkhya Sutra I. 123 : — 

15^ stowtot q apfaitffi ; 

ai^ i i qai^*n- 

sppwi^RI^ i 3 r?^ . The theory of 

has been examined and defended at considerable length by 
Yijfianabhiksu in his Commentary on S S. I. 121-123, the main 
difficulty in the theory being met as follows : — “ srwifel%« 
wi## WMiqKici w\u ^i^qfJTT i stffe 

qa? rt fc^flWU 

cRn: SURfrlsN l ” 

Mediating between the of the Nyaya-Vais’esika and 

the SeBPrer? of the Samkhya, the S’ankara Yedantin recognises 
partial truth in both, and while the Jaina would treat 
them as two points of view both of which though partial 
are equally true, the S’ankara Yedantin regards both as 
equally false and deduces from their conflict his doctrine 
of arfM^sforar or of all effects. The various views 

on this subject have been summarized by the author 
of Samksepa-S’ariraka in one verse as follows: “ anwn^: 

ggraroi \ 

where aR*W==3TR?rte J 

“ ^ =q ?R: etc. — This proposition of the Buddhist, howso- 

ever true is not placed beyond the charge of q^fRKKH until 
the S 2 RT is established as a thing that is Wife. It should 
be noted in this connection that if the ssrt which is 
the ground, of the reasoning is to require a proof, and the 
latter still another proof and so on ad infinitum, there 
will be no rest ( #r ^ 

). Moreover, and arares&N 

are really not q$n*res at alL For-, let us just consider in 
relation to whom they are aflfe and therefore supposed to be 
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qermrers': the or his opponent? that is, the proposer himself 
( qrnH) or one whom he endeavours to convince ( sftqra ) ? 
Not the former, viz. the fn%. Because, so long as 
the qn%t bases his argument upon sraws such as 
etc, and uses a rq&FT, the cannot make his qsr a 

qajwm simply because the other side does not agree to it. 
And not, the latter, viz. the sfaqw. Because, one becomes a 
araqig when he does not agree ( srqihq?^ STcfqiqcqrq. ). Bead 
for Mi irm. For sraqraiq^T I was inclined to read 
sraqiqqspn, as the word with which it is contrasted is 
qigqspsfl. This, however, would require that we should 
read ( equivalent to 31%: ) for sraqK^W-which is a 

bit awkward. But the concluding words 3T5nhq5W araqra^rq. 
leaves no doubt that the correct reading is qraqigiq^n and 
not srraqiqq^PfT. Moreover, the words and sraqra for 3T% 

and sra3T%, are found elsewhere also. e. g. in the Nyayabindu. 

q^T 5% ft^Jlfoc-The meaning here given of ftim* 

P 53 b deserves to be noted. According to the Metaphysical Nihilists 
of Buddhism, nothing possesses a self. i. e. essential reality. 
The Realists of Buddhism did not go so far, but they denied 
the reality of the universal and the one as against the par. 
icular and the many. Consequently they denied m FT and 
sraqf^is the whole which is over and above and con- 
sequently other than the parts, according totheNyaya-Yais’esIka 
school. This the Buddhist denies, and the argument on which 
he relies is based upon that is to say, 

the reason that the thing ( wiH) is not found, and if it 
had existed it would have been found; but since it is not 
found, it does not exist, (cf. 1 ^ *&&&&- 

qTB^T^q^sqKra ” — N. Bindu. ) 

As against the common sense view that we perceive the 
whole, it is maintaineal by the Buddhist that we infer obtain 
component parts from certain other component parts. Thus, 
from the question whether the soealled Perception ( vm) is 
not in reality Inference ( ), there arises the direct 
question whether the Whole («P|#0 is anything over and 



above the Parts ( 31333s ). This problem is discussed at such 
length and with such a multitude of pros and cons in the 
Nyaya-Sutras, Nyaya Bhasya and Nyaya-Vartika, that 
it appears to have been one of the greatest ontological 
problems of the age, ( Sea N, Sutras II. i, 30-31 and 32-36) 

“ if ^ -3nq c3333T 13 q^l^W. I 


sft&TTTO 1^1%: I 


€2 CT3T3- 



31 3 3$?3I 

— ‘N. Y. Tatparya II. i. 80. 

( *1 ) qsra^: 333333; 

^ ; ( } ) 

( v) ra5t$rc*i ( JST. Vartika on II, i, 30 

This together with the paragraph which follows has been rendered 
very clear by Dr. Ganganath Jha in his translation: 
The Yartika propounds four arguments in support of the view 
that the composite iss omething different from the components - - 
(A) The component yarns must be different from the 
composite cloth, because they are its cause, just like the 
shuttle and other things; the shuttle and other things, are the 
cause of the cloth, and are found to be different from it. etc. 
( See pp. 236-37 ). 


3 Read 3 33T3W333: 3J&133^ 3*?f 

P. 53 b 

— Bead l u i^faR^3333°3 1^31333 RsM for 3*11333- 


3 3^313333:... ^331313331^3: The argument against the recogni- 
tion of a real -^T33T33rOver and above the 33s — 33s and 
3?333s — is that there is nothing to prove that it exists . No such 
3T33I33. enters our perception. A thing is expected to 
be perceived if it exists, and if it is not perceived t 
evidently it must be pronounced to be non-existent. ( 3i| 
^pRs^ ^ 33 m 3 #^ i 3 k ^^3 qsn^t 3233131^* 1 m. 

^T333t 3f^333: l 13 =3 331 

wfi&m 32: i =3133353^^53331 ith # ^1313355153: 

— Panjika.) A possible difficulty : If there is no real a?33f33 
what is it that is perceived ? The 3t3HSs are on all hands 
regarded as lying beyond the range of perception. Answer:— 



We do not hold that TOSJs are abosolutely beyond the range 
of perception in all circumstances. We rather hold that 
they do become perceptible in a certain condition, viz, when 
they are close together so as to cooperate in one group- 

i — Pafijika ) Another 
possible objection*. How do you then explain the unity of 
the object as perceived ? ( qs ? ) Answer: 

The many ( atoms ) are too small to be perceived as distinct 
entities and hence the illusion; e. g; a light is' constantly 
changing, a new flame coming into existence every moment, and 
yet it appears to be permanent owing to the fact that the 
different flames are very much like one another and follow in 
quick^ succession. ( 

While the distinction of the qw^s remains unpreceived, how can 
the qwHJs themselves be perceived, even in the condition 
and in the form of an arwlH (*3 qtwnq: \ 

Panjika). 

Answer: If in consequncs of the distinction being unpereceived 
a thing is to remain unperceived, a light would have to be 
regarded as unperceived because the distinction of the light 
( which in reality is a series of lights in quick succession ) is 
unperceived ! Therefore in our view the q^RTSJs are pereceived 
although their distinctions are not, thus appearing illusorily 
as one instead of many. ( #K- 

Moreover, will you tell how even 
on your hypothesis an atwfat could be perceived ( ) 
though the distinction of the ®Rpiws are admittedly unper* 
ceived ? (aiwi ^ ?-Panjika 

Note — Read ^ mi 'for vratcraT ). Furthermore, I challenge 
you to get over the following dilemma: Conceding for the sake 
of argument that there is an 3*3^%^ in addition to the 
which appear as an external object, may I know whether the 
body— qs— which possesses ^ (gross ) size is one or many? 
Supposing it is one, is it made out of one component part or 
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many ? In either case it cannot be one. For what is 
cannot be in its nature one ( ) . If the gross 
whole were one, when one part is coloured the whole would have 
to be supposed to be coloured, or if one part is covered the whole 
would be found to be covered ! ( ^ ^iNI a^sirciir 
srto, ) The other alternative, 

that the gross whole is many, is what you do not hold. For, 
you hold that one whole subsists in many parts ( 
mfa; |^foi%^*mR-Panjika ). Objection: 

If there is no Bt'WreR., how can you speak of something 
being ^ and something ( iWPf ) 

) Answer*, the come to be regarded as ^tr or 
according as they are one or many. ( W3T cT^r 
ri^tnr^q^T cWRl*— Panjika. ) 

Tra^rr. ^ ?m ) erg atgro, sr trtt. Derivation and mean- 

P. 54. a ingofsmRR: fJ to be so united as not to 

be separable. Things which possess this property are called 
— e. g. cFcjs with respect to R3; they are the sarr^- 
W of re, while the latter is 3tm*RHER of the former; in 
other words, one rests indissolubly in the other. The 
Buddhist word for is * ; ( the same is the 

word of the Yedantin ), and the Jaina calls it f toiwft. ’ 
i%aR}ftn=f — when the threads are arranged as warp and woof. 
ti^RRRTtRHT: etc. is something distinct from the threads 

and yet makes them into one re. The ?R<js being the 
the is the a wmmmm, (j&ranr 

*n% — See Tarkasamgraha and Dipika ). The weaver 

and his weaving machine are the RWWt. 3fTRTT §^ht &c.' — 
3TiRRr.is the of its qualities, viz., etc. 3TWRi:ti#rT 

is their and ^ =3^ etc are their M+wtokW. 

zrti etc. -The Buddhist, unlike the Vais’esika, does 

not hold the doctrine of the three kinds of causes. According 
to him, there is one stream of consciousness, or rather series 
of consciousnesses ( wnwtidct ), due to a group of antecedents 
which we call a cause, e. g. ^ etc. of Upai^R 


7 
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5^T. ST. f. 3 Rfost &o— f^:— The same-sfes-is the 
P. 21. word used in the Vais’, sutras. Panjika points out that it is 

1. 25. an intransitive participle ( suh’aift s: (read s for s?) sfe arefe 

^! ) 

s^TT. Si. f. 2n^qg?rn# ( Panjika ) ^ cf|4 =q =*w?=not *4, but *4 ^ 

P. 22. 1. 1. <^4 ^ i. e. not the ^q or nature of but srq itself. 

1. 4. 

1. 7* — ( Read for which is an obvious 

misprint ). qf*qi(iq=a*qq£t? 2 T-Panjika shows how it comes to 
mean that. 

^TT. s». f. &c-Two ways of explaining t^rt^^t. 

P.22,,1.5. (Panjika), 

si. f ^ ( Vrtti P. 22. 1. 2. ).— of all the nine s%t%s 

P. 3. 11. 56. enumerated above ( N. Pr. P. 2, 11. 14. 17 ). 
afcifiw: ( Vrtti P. 22. 1. 3 ). 

— The manner in which the arise is of 
three kinds : ( 1 ) r ’ in the case of the first 

five, namely, swsjrqsg, erniuftss, 3tqqq^ and 

( 2 ) f * in the case of the next three, namely 

srsra^qftcFi, ersi%gf^i and arsras^; and (3) in 

the case of the last viz. 

~m. si. f . In the case of the first five, the srgqffi is precluded by etc; 

P.22.1L7.14. in the case of the next three, it is impossible to convince 
qf%3ST the opponent so long as he does not agree to the ssrt &c.; 
P. 54 b in the case'of the last it is no use embarking upon an 

to prove what is already accepted by the other party (ras^TSR). 
For the last note vide the text of the N. Pr. — f ( P. 3, 1. 6.) 
3T^4w4cr- ” and the note thereon. 

«IT. 5f. The author next comes to the important topic of — 

P. 3, 1. 8. i- e. Fallacies of the Reason ( ) or the Middle Term. These 
are primarily three: (l)sd%3 ( 2 ) 3wsn%5 and (3) 

to P.5, 1.19. The first ( 3TRT5 ) is subdivided into four : (1) 3U3nT%5, 
(2) (3) dr^rfe, and (4) eiwnfas. 



The second ( ) is subdivided into six: (5) mRR^, 
(6) miww, (7) ^^fmq^iqT, (8) 

(9) 3wr?P#if rt: and (10) 

The third ( !%£ ) is subdivided into four: (1) «RR^qiqqtraerq?i, 
(2) #f#qi%rocRPrc, (S) Rfe^qrqqucram, and (4) ^mfqgqiqqvjci- 
srr. 

These fourteen Fallacies of the tg may now be explained and 
illustrated: 

( 1 ) — -Untrue according to both the parties. Thus, 

for example, in 51 #srri: =31^313. ( =Sound is noneternal, 

because it is visible ) the tg is unacceptable as a predicate of the 
subject to both the parties, 

( 2 ) 8 R 2 RRi%g — Untrue according to either. For example, in 
the argument 51^: 3TR5RT: fciq^qra;, the tg — f^q-is not predicable 
of the subject — — according to the Mimamsakas and 
Samkhyas, who think that 51^ can be produced or manifested 
( ) but not originated ( fens ), 

( 8 ) gT^n%;s-0f doubtful existence. For example, if there is 
a possibility of mist being mistaken for smoke, the tg-3moke — 
as predicate of the subject will be regarded as doubtful. 

(4) ansRflfe-Whose 3TRRr-the abode, the subject — is unreal. For 
example, in anq# ^ the Buddhist may well object 

to the subject-^lfRl-which, according to him, has no reality at 
all, it being a pure negation. 

There are six kinds of or Inconclusive Hetu*— 

( 5 ) : giwt:-lnconclusive, because common, that is 

favourable not only to the desired conclusion but also to its 
opposite. For example, in 51^*. RRH WRqrg-the tig viz 
(the quality of being the object of right knowledge) is common 
( ) to 3THR? end to i%r things, and is consequently 
inconclusive, for we are in doubt whether 5WW^: 
3TRR?: or atffRRcj; to* 

( 6 ) srpsirrk BRn^R^i^Inconclusive, because peculiar. For 
example, 51# RtRR the tg-?OT?r-is peculiar to, that is to 

say, confined to the subject -5R, being not found in any 
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other thing either fto or onto. It is of the essence of Inference 
that there should be agreed cases of similarity and dissimilarity 
from which you can generalize and apply the generalization to 
the case in hand. The leg being confined to the qsr, there is 
no basis for the generalization. How such a 13 is inconclusive 
is indicated in the test as follows: “ 3% tontoqajr^T 
rtoifactoftgw ^ 51 %: 5, -i. e. except in 

is found neither in to things nor in too? things, and since 
all things are either to or arto and there is no third kind 
of things from which you can generalize for the purpose of your 
inference, the result is that you find yourself in the morass of 
doubt. 


( 7 ) stoto-.-Besiding in some like 

instances, but also in all unlike instances. Example.*' — seisse: 


artoc^. ( Note J?3?tf^ltiw=that which cannot be 
produced without a volitional effort; hence, manufactured, made; 
apPWW^PE=the opposite of this, that is, that which can exist 
without any volitional effort on our part, as for example, a 
lightning, ether or space). Thus the two terms will mean 
(a) naturally existing and ( h ) coming into existence, and 
artificially made or manufactured). In this example, the W, viz., 
^ being ( natural ), (lightning), atrara (space) 

etc. are its TOs. In some of these e. g. in the rajp. the ?g- 
resides, but not in all; for example, it does not reside in 
3TT35TO which is not to?? but to. Thus the ig is 3W?%!ira. 


It is also itorRTO. Thus:— -In the given illustration. 
The ?£r-?l^-being [ Bead in P 4 1. 6 

3 TsnTc*!i'cto^ : ' instead of ], etc. which are 

are fTOs, and atftoc* is found in all of them. 
Thus, to???? belongs to r?p; which is ars^ntoto and also to 
% z which is and is therefore inconclusive. You 

are not sure- f t% ^^topfl't W totog 

”-prom the mere fact that sm! is 

^to you cannot conclude definitely whether it is natural 
( ) or made ( ). 


(8) gq^nqr atolto;: This is the converse of No, 7. 

Residing in some unlike instances, but also in all 
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like instances. In the example— 5R?: 5RRR??KR$t ajEtaro, 
f 5RoHW^fi?/cfc-: ^ ’ is the m, 3Z etc. are the m%s } 
and they are all qtrr. Thus, the ii§-3TRRRT^— is sq^Riql. 
It is also Rq$h%f%. Thus: — the* i%srs of the qs?arei%r, 

etc, some of which e. g. R|R^ possess aiRRR which others do 
not e. g. aTFsra. So from the fact that 5R? is a*RR you can 
not conclude either way, whether it is sRRRnftiR^ ( the 
result of a volitional effort; hence, made ) or artRRRRRR^ 

( the opposite ), examples of both kinds being found, such as 
and RfR. respectively. The tg is, therefore, br^ftfcRJ. 

(9) zwr%q%iira: — Residing only in a portion of the 

R?s?s and of the Rq^s. In the example, RR*- rr: 51 ^: 

is the qej, airaro, tots etc. are the sqsts, of which some possess 

and some do not; for instance, btpert does and qwgdoes not 
( cf. “ QftRRcT qRJTPii N.B.T; also as defined in the Br. Nyaya 
£ RRR^ gj§3Rqr_ ’-and qwis is a rrr^). Again, with RR: WA- 
as qsr, qz nm etc. are the Rq^s, of which some are brJt while 
others are not; for instance, is and qz is not. Thus, in 
the present example W rr: br^rr, the tg is It 

( s^r ^sometimes goes with RRR and sometimes with strrr, 
and is consequently inconclusive. 

(10) R^TRPRW eR^TRRs:— That which has an invariable 

contradictory, that is to say, 4 a non-erroneous contradiction » 
(Dr. S. Yidyabhusana). This arises 4 when a thesis and its con- 
tradictory are both supported by what ap; ear to be valid reasons 
( Yidyabhusana ), what in Kantian terminology would be 
called 4 antinomic reason 5 (Dr. Randle). The word is explained 
in two ways by Dbarmottara in the N. B. Tika: 
(1 ) mi nm s r^irrrrt i (2) q T 

R^TR w R^Siqq'^SRRr R OTRTRRRRT- 

i. e. (1) BTRWqrcr of — which invariably proves 

the opposite of what is proved by another tg;; (2) 
which is at the same time apqwqiCi; i. e. that which is opposed to 
another tg~in as much as it proves its contradictory, and 
is at the same time invariably accompanied by its own RiR; 
that is to say, which is good in itself, so far as its own 
rtth is concerned. In the example sfer: f^RSRRqzq^, 
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fcra*? is smvmx of but it is opposed to ( fas ) or 

contradicted by 5R: hr: . The two |g 8 

taken together cause doubt, and are, therefore, inconclusive. 
( 3TO ggfaifa . N. Pr. P. 5. 11. 2-3 ). 

There are four kinds of T%5 or Contradictory Hetu 

(■^■1) that which proves the very opposite of 

the intended ^ ( srar ). For example, in sr: Sr: , 

the f§-^TO-proves the very opposite of %qR, that is, 
since it resides in lTOs-3TRc7 things' — only. 

(12) — which proves the opposite of the 

particular *r4 which it is intended to prove. Example :■ — 
mm: torrid i. e. the eye and other 

organs exist for something beyond themselves inasmuch 
as they are things possessed of orderly arrangement in their 
Constitition, e. g. a bed, a seat etc. which exist for somebody 
other than themselves. Here the fg — — while 

proving that there is something beyond the senses, proves 
also that that something — viz., 3TTc*F^ — which the Samkhya 
desires to prove is for the same reason ’HfcT — that is possessed of 
an organised body, a position which the Samkhya is not 
prepared to hold. The here — sraraRRr- proves the reverse 

of what is intended to be proved, viz, instead of 
3TIcIR. 

( 13 ) ^HW^hM'Oci^i’jR—That which proves the opposite of 
the snsfri itself — that is the or major term. For example* 
in *JR: 3 554 [ or $4; or *r 3®l: ] WRspRR. or r 

and *TRR. are such |gs. For, 

according to the Yais’esikas, S^s have either no constituent 
s^fs, for example, or are made up of more than one 

constituent for example, ^3; but there is no SR which is 
made of a single constituent 5 s5 ?. But *W-Being-( the 
or the highest universal to which generalisation can be carried) 
may contain a single 5*7, for example, arr^rei. Consequently it 
(wt) cannot be a 5 ^. Similarly, it may be argued that *ir is not 
a 33ft. or a spi, because it itself resides in s^Ks and S^Ts ( 

whereas 3 ^ and 5F do not reside in other or 

3*ns. Thus, the Yais’esika proves that *Pf ( the highest SWR, 
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also called m \ ) is something other than JW, and But this 
argument is vitiated by hetvabhasa, says 

the Buddhist. For, the same and vmr 

would prove affirm as well, beirig sometimes 
( e. g. ^iRi^n+TT^ belonging to 3TTO ), and resident in ?Fs 
and 3>*bl§. ( e. g. ¥? ) Thus, these t§8 may 

prove that ^ is botr — the very opposite o£ 3w( 

— as in the case with lower ^n^rs such as 

323 etc. 

(14) — That which proves the opposite of 

the particular kind of which it is intended to prove. 
In the example given above the tjjs may prove not only that *TPT 
(the highest yWRf) is not a or a 311 or a sbr, but also that it is 
3ftRsiczpji$c| like t,hat which causes the idea of non-existence. 

»2JT. ST. f . &c — That 5fK is not orginated but only mani- 

P. 23, 1. 7. fested by the vocal organ is preminently a doctrine of the 
Mimamsa school. The Samkhya endorses it as a Hc^dhrrf^l. . 

„ 1. 9. &c. — Column of dust mistaken for smoke. 

„ 1. 18. Read l< ^5 af fa ** for “...5lSr3...” 

„ 1. 19. ^nft...&c — The five nonentities which are but a name 

( ), a mere appearance ( ), a mere assertion 

( srafrara ), a mere convention ( ), a mere imagination 

( ) are (1) Past Time, (2) Future Time, (3) Conscious 
destruction, ( 4 ) Akasa ( Space ) and ( 5 ) Pudgala ( self or 
individual -) ( 33rs^rcqfd ). 

( opposed to See Suzuki’s tl Outlines 
of Mahayana Buddhism” ); 

3T%ra Mid^rR^r: too; — PaQiika 

P. 56 b. 

«7T%^T &c. — The reason is given why the Buddhist 

P. 56. b. regards time past, time future etc-as nonentities. 

3*it sipir# etc. For fer i^rWit read* ff i%^r^tr Here 

and in the next few lines is discussed the question why si%* 
swftffa — deliberate and conscious destruction such as that 



56 


brought about by the stroke o£ a hammer applied to a jar— is a 
nonentity. The logical method here employed is that of a dilemma: 
Is the one with the 3S or distinct from it ? and so on; what 
is its relation to 3a and so forth ( see' Pafijika P. 5b b, 57. a ). 
The Buddhist position is thus summed up in the Pafijika 
a crsni%-% a 3 

dgd, 4^131 3 f%f4^r?itgqT 1 3 ^ q 

T%q^ 1% wm ^qic 5 i%wRr 1 55 

The Buddhist is a believer in T%rrei as an essential nature of 
things, which is not produced or originated but simply occurs 
every moment. srraRi or space, according to him, is nothing 
but light and darkness, and hence not a separate entity. 
( Birawflan<Si 3 kw<ft tpra surai: 3531^- 

T%SH, l And the reason given is lack of suPT-either or 3T3*TR. 

otherwise called 3Tlcfffi=sel£ is also nothing but Rrt and 
its effects, running as a stream of consciousness which by its 
very nature, is not abiding but changing ( 

Sdl^q m 3 1 qn%T% ). 

u. f . ^ ^ it 5 *! &c. — Here are two more varieties of an%5. Why 

P. 23, 1. 22 are they not mentioned ? They are ( 1 ) 

and ( 2 ) sMiwres. An example of ( 1 ): — sfefc^- 
Here the tg is part of the uraftr-being the predicate in th e 
proposition. An example of (2) : — dRq: ■tHddU ^qrara*— 
Here the ig-^flq-although it is found in some trees is 
not found in all : dsg q^eqiH^R: ^uq: 3 fife t q t| uq f^fr 

ufr q3#&i*WT5r: ( q^W^r=^iq^r ), fisg afi^fcf- 

Pafijika. Answer : Both of these can be included, says the 
Acarya, in 3¥Rira§. As to the first, both parties are agreed 
that being part ( predicate-wq ) of the RTdftl, is yet to 

be proved; consequently when the same is made the it is 
an unproved ig. ( — Pafijika 
P. 57a ). As regards the second also, both parties are agreed 
that does not belong to all trees but only to some. Pafijika 
in explaining the word sr^rq^rfife says ‘ q$ * is understood: q% 
aMiqqs 3*ra^:. 
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7^7. sr. f . 3#33. etc. Objection to the answer given above. If you are 
P. 24, 1. 1. prepared to include these two in 333335, why not include 
s%3TT35 and 83?*3T!35 also in the other two, viz., end 

e^^T %5 ? For, all 3335s must be either one or the other of 
these. Moreover, such an opinion is‘ actually held by some 
who say: " srfa^r g3T333**3 3 ” 

3731315 ° - Pailjika explains 1 * 33?$? 3f3*3#5 i 

P. 24, 1. 4. Here 373I3T5 and I 333 ? are features which require to be 
emphasised and consequently the %3WT3s which they 

characterize, viz., armireg and 3%3!I35 are separately 
mentioned and not included in the other two. 


?*TT. ST. f . 

P. 24, 1. 3 


V3TT. ST. 1- 


33: &c. — Pailjika explains 33 ^ 313 *^ 34:31 T3853:; 3333: 

P. 24, 1. 6, 3 3i 3iWs3$n%3i: (P. 57 b ). ScggilTOPcr 

(Pallj, P. 58 a, 1. 1.) is a misprint for ?<23 T?*to{ 3 (see Yrtti 
P. 24 1. 8). 

**IT. Sf. f. §3T%3T 3I-— This gives the reason why it is called c 3I3R°t '• 
P.2411.9-10. 

??n. f . Read : — i s^3*3 i wrowra i 33ra i 
P. 24. 1. 11. 

1. 12. 3733— The reading of the Yrtti is 3T3R3: 5T33c3n3c3: without 

gg: before 333333. Therefore it is taken as understood. 

1. 18. ^ 313 331315 : The question discussed is whether a 3i3T3%3n33 

is 3^1313. It is argued that it is not, because even before the 
is put forward there was 33R when the sill was stated 
( 3<r<H31*iWci33 3133 331333 3333. ). 

-qjj. sf. For a# Pailjika reads 33? ( 3T3%3TT3 )=Some one objects. 
P.2411.18,21 

qi% 3 JT For 35T3*3T° it reads 3^1373 = ( 3313*33*3 ). 

P. 58 a 


tn%3RT ?3T33 C F3#-It will be noticed that there are two 3313s* — one 
P. 58 b. i mplied in the 3F3f3, what may be called ^3^1, and the other 
resulting from the aw^TRre; 3T3R3 1?3I*33. It is the latter that 
we here mean. 

11. 21-24. 331 3T3 Objection 1 . — 15 is put forward only when 33 ? is there. 

Answer : No.; strict does not always imply 331. In the case of 


8 
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tbe 3T3*TR is employed to convince others, although 
the person who employs it has not himself the least doubt 
( ) in the matter. 

??TT. ST. f. xm — and ( Panjika p. 58b ). 

> . 24. 1. 23. 

&c.— It is proposed to cite as a wq 

P. 58 b. ( SfNJwI&ii'ti ), in which case their will be no sftnsrrcvi tc=rwrcr. 

&c. — This illustration is given by the Mimamsakas. The 
author of the Panjika says that there are several schools of 
Mimamsakas, of whom some believe in a called 

while others do not. Head swr^W^q for 

cT5{ % &c.‘ — When you see one cow you recall to your 

mind another you have seen before, and as a result of 
comparison and co-ordination you get the idea of the cow 
nature ( srniwr ). It is not so, however, with for, when 

you hear one and then another, you do not compare and 
co-ordinate, but you contrast and distinguish them. (sit#ts 4 Sis?:, 
%o]^rsJr^ etc. ). Hence there is no such as 5l^f, 

the being merely the or ^<7 of ^ ( *FRSR 2 ^FiiTq 
=3 etc. ) Thus, thdlg— arror — belongs only 

' to the qaj ( q^refor ), and the other two, ‘ m’s— gq% flTOL and 

RqgissTsru. are wanting. The example given by Dharmakirti 
is “ W W9W sjrorf^rai^ ” and the same is explained as 

follows: ^t| ^ftoct m sn®irf^r i mmi 

TOiRpS; I \ STSTO&T qi 

ut%I sro^treilsnwrt i srftfcsret i mm- 

i ^ cisn^fo i 1 5niq $Tefl5ifSrcRjT*6ra 

I 3Fct -N.B.N. Pari. 

III. See also the Commentary thereon. Taking as tbe 
tsj the Nyayamuktavali illustrates sran^i? 0 ! by 

^c^ra: and adds by way of a note ‘ f ^F *is3[S!%c9cqw sq^ 

%£Fc4 =q cFgfTOi ^ ^i^nwra i a 

> & 3 ^ *ra g ^5=^11” Other 

Mimamsakas, like the Haiyayikas, hold that is a SFRF3 and 
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not a mere or ^7 of Thus, having an existence of itB 
own it can very well be cited as a sqg. Therefore the illustra- 
tion in the text must be understood to have been given 
with the tenet of the first school in view. 

tf. <|. &c. — Observation is necessary for generalization. 

P, 25 I. 12. As the tg is confined to the q^r you cannot find it in 
any sq$j or fqq^r and consequently you remain in doubt* 
(a% R?siRRq$i«jT s?nOTn< «srat§** 

N. Praves’a P. 8, 1. 22, P. 4 11. 1-2.) 

5^r. sr. f. begins the section on 

P. 25, 1. 15 Read arnsnspctito?: as in the text of the N. Fr. 

toP. 26,1.2. p. 4, 11. 4-5. 

In P. 25 11 20-21 — read anrefrate qrtsq: \ \ q$: t w wanl^T- 
% \ srq^: i In P. 25, 1.22. read q^: i arer 
— The author explains how arises in the 

case in hand. 

WT. it. f . Rq%^ifi%: ^qgsqiqr. Here begins the section on the fourth 
P. 26, 11. 2-8 variety of ifWftw. 

In 11. 4-5 read q$j: \ 

WTT. 5T. f- 3*nqq$N° — Section on the fifth variety of In 11. 12 

P 2611.8-14. read q$: \ a*FT. 

*3TT. sr. f- For raq$Ni^ifi%: sqsFfl’ft i B the converse of sqsjq^lfa: 

P. 26. 1. 8. fqq^irqr. 

The illustration in *qT. s. is ^^dc^n^ici I Rcq: q^TS^i^iT. 

5aq^tn<^iR: — Here arises the question: Does the Buddhist 

agree that a q**03 is T%T ? The Panjika notes this difBculty.- 

•qT%^T. 3T«tq?.?5qqR7TTO #: — See N. B. T. 

P. 59.b. q^ffiopi § -fisTrancfcPTRl ^ ih-'W i i^ 3 FRIRrrr s &c. — Buddhist 
view of the nature of q^iiHJs. The illustration in the Text 
and the Yrfcti. is based upon the Yaisesika view of q^OHI. 
This oversight on the part of the Buddhist author is very 
significant* It points to the fact that his logic has growp 
out of that of the Brahmana schools. 
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53TT. 1* — This is the sixth and last variety of sr$5n%$. 

P. 26, 1. 15. 
to 

P. 27 1. 3. 

P. 26 1. 16. tPTTTWtetc. cwr^r:=R^:; ^%qTTJH=rival t§. 

1. 17. cffisrwr &c. — One should clear the way by disproving the 
e. g. of 51^ in the illustration ( see N. Pr. 

P. 5, 1. 1). a^r § &c.-The author of the Yrtti rejects the way in 
which older commentators or logicians dissolved the compound. 
To say ic ^ ,J involves a contradiction in 

terms (iw); for, how can that which is be unless 

you hold that one and the same may have different aspects* 
This would be accepting the f at^BRpn^ ’ (the doctrine of many 
aspects) of the Jainas ! ( ‘ » 11. 19, 20). The 

author of the Yrtti is here only repeating the view of older 
Buddhist commentators regarding the nature of the compound 
; for, as a Jaina he could have no objection to 


qrsfgjT 
P. 59 b 
to 60 a 


*?T%$T 
P. 60 a. 


Bead in the third line from the bottom of P. 59 qw-instead of ^ 

f I The term and its application explained. 

55^pnq, defined elsewhere: 

^3 ant egrsfa : — Every tg proves its own conclusion, it does 

not disprove that of its rival. Consequently, every Is would be 
This is a serious objection. Answer .* He who 
wants to prove of should first dear the way by 

disproving i^sjcer, and vice versa. (Bead ’E^RRf^^s. 

3HH5rahT: ). 

t , P. 60. ab ST# — The Buddhist’s criticism of by means of a 

dilemma. W... The portion giving a 

similar dilemma against srPic^ 5 * is missing in the ms. of the 
Panjika. As a Jaina, who is the writer had both 

the §i%s — against and 3TRc3c3-at hand. 

btfrjt: <fec.‘ — The first argument is urged by the 

Yais'esika, without disposing of the second which is maintained 
by the Mimarasaka, 


*tt. sr. f. 

P. 26. 
1}, 22-25. 
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P. 27. 11. 1*4 &c. The two tgs pointing to two contradictory 

SMs create W. 

f?JT. sr. f . r% sqtsrcr: &c. — The point which here arises and which is dealt 
P. 27. with to some extent in the text of the ISl.Pr. also is this. 

11. 4-1 1. Do the two f^s together make this tc^wrer, or each separately ? 

In the former case, 9n=Fi3 of this Ic^rnrer has been already 
shown to be a case of 3Rfn*RGi ipRrra ( see supra ). In the 
latter case, each is valid in itself, and there would seem 
to be no shirks. 

„ 1. 7. — We hold the first alternative, and repudiate the 

view that in that case it is nothing but ®Rnwi. The two 
3RTPOT and thus differ from each other:—" 

3*SfRr*. 3?siwr:$ q^Rnq^t ( or 0 ^=^iq^iR.) 

(Vrtti P. 27 1. 9.) i. e. aRtr-TO belongs to a single proposition; 
iq^san^RfR^is contained in two propositions taken together. 

&c.— PafLjika explains This tcqmrer like the 3R3<Rrrag 

P. 60. b ( see above ) arises with reference to the person involved 
in the debate. The Vadin has to establish his own thesis 
and criticise the antithesis. (In 1. 10 from the bottom, read*. 
SJRRf 0 ) 2?^ sourer &c. — The first proposition need not 

be definitely known as vitiated by the fcqRTRT. The parallel 
cited is that of fqqraqi% ( difference of opinion or doubt ) 
arising from the knowledge of mere without the rasM. 

( In 1. 7 from the bottom for read taarwqiR<nisfq.) 

Dharmakirti omits from his list. I quote below 

the passage giving his reasons together with the commentary 
of Dharmottara thereon: fe<»&MRraRHq U re* 

55jsqf^r§fq I |cqRR^TT%^ fsfeg *T retgRqRTqifr t 

3trt qr fq^i^rar ?nsRi ; ciu%5^r resssnR^ sRqt^RiCl re 
fw^Rlt^ | % j %loqRreR I I 3TpqRN I 5f Wflrelrei t 1 *RtT «tRfi: 1 

wnrereif i a^^rezrsd^rei^ h at^n^r rew swRiras i w 
dlSgJtR^T TO 1 SRTreRIgPf 1r^iq^+iW*i*re: I SWflV 
l <#R[. 5PSF3 «f ' SHH*lfsg f| 

$ WJ. t •! re anqF#^% 
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^ I affit * 4m: I mttfmtiNii \ Scm? I * f| 

$w ^ rarearaT: n si fn% i 

e*rals% ftssaraT: i ^ =* \ $ufo> 

*6RWSI«wft I ^?iq^ =3 Sl*I«n«<E* ! JRW? g«S g 

wraic*WRW ^ ^ ^ sigq*wRq 

i wfsm, i q^ns^ wqcURn? i q gT^sgrogRi: n * ^r qjMi- 
S^R^RT 1%^: I «ra trq ^ | g; aft sn^I^fUSRnq 1^: I 

cgjjgft| T%g?aTRreift sntra- 

%q TO 1 

Note the two ways of dissolving the compounds * ffei^RRW ’ 
given by Dharmottara, and recall the discussion in the Panjika 
noted above. Dharmakirti’s reason for rejecting %gTssn%3itH 
is that it does not- fulfil the three conditions (W3f) of a 13 and 
cannot therefore enter its claim to be considered as a |g — in 
other words, such a fi$| cannot be even so much as used in an 
3RHRR. A t$L again, is a ^nratg, a ^tjj or an sqgqswiilg; but a 
t§ which is i%5 can be none of these. Thus, the tc3l*lR{ under 
consideration has not even the look of a ^ ( tc^RNtf ). 

But a called has been mentioned ( by stranr 

fi^TRi, says Dharmottara. ) How is that ? DharmakirtPs 
answer is that it has been mentioned as arising where the ergm-i 
has for its basis not facts ( ), but the word of a master 
( ennn ), And after mentioning how the ^ii^fiRs sometimes go 
wrong he adds that thereby arises a possibility of f^rssiwiiRq; 
which, to repeat, has no place in a sRjpastfrT but ^rtjuspj 

cstotr. Dharmakirti then gives an illustration ( presumably 
that given by one whom Dharmottara has identified above 
with RfffRT) which runs as follows : ‘ar^rqr^H. 1 ^Ril^orafisra: 
ciRfTO wrera^i sriSrasraft 

m|nqRiiqi^mT% » ac^*ra*nw5iifd^T ^f% m 

^it%t % dl^R^r sqr^imfci t versus f^ratsiq qqnir q|q^. 

fsiTS^IHIH ^ cFcT5HI%r \ aSFOT ^3: IWiqe.WRJ. =qiqo5. 

fasrespniiB swift saRcJRR^i^ig 1 with the result that aww^swpwfts; 

sratf srto 1 



Incidentally this passage has a bearing on the problem of the 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a which we may briefly indicate. 
First, if Dharmottara’s word is to be accepted, and there is no 
reason why it should not be, we may well hold that the view 
which Dharmakirti is controverting is Dirmaga's. Secondly, 
since Dharmakirti is not disposed to include in 

his list, and only excuses its mention by Dinnaga in the 
particular context in which it occurs ( see below ), the illustra- 
tion which he eventually gives may also be supposed to have 
been not originally his own but cited from some work^ of 
Dinnaga’s. Thirdly, it is certain that that work is not the Nyaya- 
praves'a, whoever be the author of the latter. For, the 
illustration given in the Nyayapraves'a is different ( 

versus ^ moreover, the treatment of 

the work referred to seems to have been in the 
course oF thoughts’ arising in connection with * snmrm eipira * 

( 3tf>: ), which is 

not the case with the passage on occurring in the 

Kyayapraves'a. 

The illustration given by Dharmakirti has also a bearing on 
the relative dates of Pras'astapada and Dinnaga. In regard^to 
that illustration Dharmottara remarks: “51 Wim 

***&* 

^ SHU 5 * SI i v 
Then, lower down he introduces the latter half of the illustra- 
tion with the words “ WfM ” Jhe^ illustration runs 

as follows: %fretsfq srirrot 1 
sfts Ararat <ib i sitaswra #qsiSRs^rai5 Now, 

recall the words of Pras'astapada in the paragraph on tnwro 
where he says: »wr% 

■Biwrnrtfwawt sSwa^rai5’' i sj=atiS ^ wiflrewi^wrawRPPRL 
” This "parallel can lead to bnt one of these two eon. 
elusions, viz., either Dinnaga from whom Dharmakirti i 8 
quoting the illustration took it from Pras'astapada or from 
some earlier writer of the Vaaesika school from whom Pra/asta- 
pada also borrowed his account of si«: or, if Pras'astapada is 
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positively later than Dihnaga, the latter had before him sothe 
earlier work of the same school. 

Another thing worthy of note is that the illustration of an 
additional variety of ‘ ’ discussed by Pras'astapada— ■ 

which corresponds to the ‘ of Dihnaga, but is 

not so named by him, as Dr. Randle supposes, but by his 
commentator Sridhara, and which Pras'astapada introduces as 
the view of is different both from that which occurs in 
the Nyayapraves'a and that which Dharmakirti cites, presumably 
from some work of Dihnaga’s other than Nyayapraves/a, as we 
have seen above. It runs as follows : — W J Fra: 

”=3$ tF): aWskrefT- 

(S'ridhara’s Nyayakandali p. 241.). In discussing the 
claim of this to be regarded as an additional variety of 
Prasastapada points out the possibility of construing it as 
a case of eraTOR 0 !, what the author calls r 

i i wrw* 



— Pras’astapada p. 239.); or as a case of "anmjsrri^T * 

( " g W- 5,1 — Pras’atapada. )• 

Prasastapada 1 s illustration is evidently taken from an earlier 
Yais’esika work, and not from any work of Dinnaga’s; nor has 
Dihnaga, from whose work Dharmakirti has probably borrowed 
his illustration, taken it from Prasastapada. Both seem to have 
different Vais’esika originals before them. [ Dharmottara s 
mention of and supplies two of the missing links after 
Kanada and they are known in later books of the Yais^esika 
system as formulators of the theories of t iii§§ l ira> and 
regarding the action of heat on bodies and their particles. 3 

To my mind as a special type of tsimra does not 

seem to have originated with Dihnaga, as is dear not only from 
the considerations set forth above but from the further fact that 
it does not harmonise with the terminology of the other varieties 
of 3 Ffa>Ti% 3 ) mentioned by him; nor does it appear to be peculiar 
either to the Brahmana or to the Buddhist school of Indian 
logic. There are Buddhists who reject it, for example, 
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DharmaMrtij and there are Brahmanas who accept it, for 
example, Kumarila and the c ’ of Pras’astapada. That the 
^T^Cof Pras’astapada are not Buddhists is plain not only from the 
mild tone in which they are criticised, but also from the remark 
that the illustration of the proposed Irrr can well be brought 
under the head of & H 4 im=k»s ( =* ’ ) which is a variety 

of srrafrn^^j*. Had the been Buddhists- Prasastapada 

would not have called the proposition which is 

another word for 

Kumarila admits f^URT^lriH but notes also the differences 
of opinion which have prevailed on this point. Cf- 
lt 1 ^is#i fissisriNifeir 11 

ifcI%5n(3FcR 3 ^: I 3RRR3H. 1 

S’l. Yartika Anu. Par. vv 91a-92b. and the following gloss 
thereon : — “ 1 1 

^ i diR{?f 'En«n^ns5ngR i »n«{T surr* wr 

qra 1 aw u fzpr&i ri^i^rrrir 1 awnw 

rW^dwi^ 1 ci^t? %i%%% 1 g 5iTRRRgRT- 

WR f 5 — Parthasarathi. 

»*TT. sj. f. —Here begins the section on — with its four 

P. 27. 11 13. varieties. 

P. 27.1. 16. tn? q^n?Ti— The method generally adopted in the 

text is first to name the divisions and afterwards to illustrate 
them. 

sr: TO ^RRIRR — *RR is the Jaina word for sr. 

?? 5 rr. Better read §R \ aR t§: for the sake of symmetry with what 

P. 5. 1. 7. follows. 

?W, sr. f. Read RRcR, andt#TO° 

P. 27. 

11 . 21 . 22 . 

$cPEvfl%% *3*11%: srrrrrw^irr %R|g: I— For the distinction 
P. 60 b between and ^Rtg see FT. Bindu II 16*18, Bib. Bnddh Ed. 
P. 61 a Of the two tgs here mentioned is really both 

and ^Rf 3 , but W which is a ( or rather 

the must be 0 ifRRR ) of RRR being already mentioned, 
jrrrrCr^rr may well be taken here as a %tg. 


9 
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STOTOpfapEmay refer to *a^ or SRRtjqfM, and since in the 
present case we may take it as referring to the latter a aiRTOft - 

This interpretation is supported, 
says the author of the Panjika, by precedents ( ^F^sqicTO 
) i. e. as a *Ei4fl — Panjika ). 

etc. fcTO is a good to prove eTTOc^r. 

P. 61 a. 

:?SfT. sf. f . siTf — An objection is raised : According to the Mimarhsaka, 
P. 27 1. 28. who holds that is TO, not ^Ec^f but arrows belongs to 

’TT%3ST *a®?, and thus the t<3 fails to fulfil the condition of 
P. 61 a. which means that it is an an%5 and not a t%5 fTOira. 

3 ^= 53 ^ — Answer : It is not a rule that the must be a 
and that when the tg is not so it must be ( Read 
cl^TOtewip. 61, 1. 11). For, such a restriction is not accepted 

by Acarya. Take, for example, the case in hand. ( 

TO5Fp: 1 3imf^5^n^rrq=5ra; ). 

??n. ST. f . ^ Wlh etc. Question: Under the circumstances mentioned 

P. 27 1. 25. above, is not T%5 a case of 3T%s? ? Answer : No; 

to P. 28 1.8. definitely proves the opposite ( fht** — Read 

instead of arrat: as printed in 1. 1 of p. 28. ), and consequently 
it is not 3#3. The tg is here put forward as i%fosnspE. 
If the kind of an%R* which is to be found in %g is enough to 
make the latter stoircW too would be 3TT%5, because 

in the illustration of the ^=hiKi* one can easily show 

that 5WTO is 3TRE5 as a tg of In fact, this is taking 3TRR* 

in the widest sense of t&rercr. 

?qr. SI. f . *'• etc.— Second kind of i m5r-‘ 

P. 28. 1. 5. ” — is an argument- of the Samkhya to prove the 

existence of stwp. But the tg-^TOra;- would not stop 
there. It would also prove that the ulterior something — — 
was a #TR! i. e. an organised being, which is contrary to the 
Samkhya doctrine about the nature of TO 3 *. . 

Cf . 1 wfroR 

i Samkhya-Karika. 
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cf . «KWr1:, SP?IcT31?r, 5HRRR!^W1%^1 

3WU [ &3&Fmi 1 S§RR $355? $fR5P>H5. 

«ITOf(3Ici; ( gf. Q. 1-^0 ^RflRn^Q2|t*T: 

« a^ig^BT^WWRW: ^ni ] II ^I^ci^^re^I^r: $3Tc!T: 

sir, * RireiRRsq^rerar?# sR? qtren, cwn*. $3rai?crc^q q? 
^5^ ^lautrera*^ i 8Tf| i1jgan%%R^^ i ereumare: i sfaraiHrcr- 
^ ft o^TFiq $3RR3i<i; 5Rlft $3TcJRRMil3 RRcR^, %i 33 I 

?f 3 szrq^iref ^ni^q^n ^r qwqRiuRqsrefRi^i 3 ^ 531013 x 33 qwqRPTfcqRiq 
5 sws # i qi^i^lwi^sn^n^j e^s2$q3??k*ra3 rr rrr ^: 
sqfgRRi^sre^: i ^qqn^d ^nwra^?iT?RSf?i2TiHWira: — Samkhya T. 
Kaumudi. Cf. 3^#qqra3n%%33iq qul ss^n^qig: Yoga- 
Sutra IY . 24. quqft |i%: $|?3 $iRc 3I<-II, 20 Yoga.-Bhasya. 

a^wrilaq^r qi*#rs4 $i«re ^ i qna4 ^^r%rf $qrai^g^n%<3; i $33 
sreqre^ ^id*®<nwegi i aneRre sm qre^resrere qi^i sre^q^s^f & 
fensfa =* I 3 =q^: mrm i ” Kumarila’s ST Yart 

Anu vv 104 b 107a explained in the gloss as follows*- '* ; &w- 
i i sf^TRT sifc^rai^ guts sm^im aqln: i 

ret qre*3 qtser q*: $ gRTR^reare: i 4mi^ gf^sr^cmsnre^rf^qq: i 
fq^qiqire ^qra 3133 i jerrit^ sTOre^sretqRi#? 31133533 3 
°^H : # $ ^i^Rwiq $%3qre4$ i q3i R aR $ tic M si^l: efqssr- 

’KreireregTfi rerei^wnrewa^ qre^ 'remtq ^wnrerq ^rerai ^iqt'rer^* 
Riqtft i <re^q ignore sre^ira i $ g g ^q q ^3? qm^ra3i3, sifcsre- 
T^ireqw^wws 3 re^i srei 3 reqrer%fqtnrereWRm — Partha- 
sarathi. For a defence of the doctrine of enfRRL and of one 
of the arguments on which it is founded— qtn&Rgu^J: -a^KWiS 
5R3re3i%3. — see the Introductory portion of the Nyayavartika on 
N- S. III. (Ben. edn p. p. 344-46), and the N. Y. Tatparyatika. 

^tTT. *T. =[• W resRr^^qrqi &c. — Read s^uqqre^sresF*. The purpose of 
P. 28, 1. 8. the 3T3RR is to prove the existence of 3T15R3. as a principle 
beyond $3Tc?. If the argument can only prove a $$3 3HcR3^, the 
SRRR fails in its purpose. 

„ 1. 9. ?pi g^t%fft m «fec. — Definition of sNra. 

,, 1. 14. dicRfffq^q^qcqRrq — What is organised is composite. In 
qm4, q^=3TTcire:. in connection with anw^R^Xsii^a? 
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P. 28. 1. 20 . 5 Ttrqas^i% — This seems to be in the Vrfctikara’s text of the 
N. Pr. after 

? 2 TT. sr. cf. sTTf etc. is defined as that which exists in T%^r only. How 
P. 28, does that general definition apply to the present case ? 
11.20-22. Thus : the of 3Rfect <R ( srro to be proved) is and 
certainly belongs to the latter. ( ra'W ^ *Mra; 3ra§cmi%r- 
# f| dfcT—^ciqR-m# &c. ) 

etc. — Explanation of 'TRRq. errerif^ciT ^ (Pafijika)/ 

P. 61b. but it is evidently the subject of proof in the 3Ti%W where 
P. 62 a. it is put forward. But the 'RT^ and not STFOTFR3 is proved 
because £ t| 5wnirs#^i<m4^!^r ?r ’ The point 

of the tc3W5r consists in this : ‘ ScWq^r^^R ci<tf 

5 F£RTSWfCrt ( Pafijika ). In Pafijika p. 62 1. 8 — supply 

die! before W:. 

5 &c.-— This is no doubt a better interpretation 
of 

? &c.— The definition applied: “ 
gi^^rar qRM^aiRi^r Rwsipi m sitci^ 5 ’ 

( Panjika ). 

— ^=the text of the N. Praves'a. 

^TT. 5f. «[. Next, we come to ^fiR^TRFRRt. ^RTT «r etc.’— -This is an 

P.28 1. 23. argument of the Vais'esikas. 
to P. 31 1 . 2 . 

P. 2 1. 28. cR 2 f r%5F3T &c.— The principles of the Yais'esika system here 
to P. 29 1. 8 . summarised may be read in any manual of the system' such 
as d&sif, f^r^i &c. 

qf%^T m ( Yrtti p. 29 1. 8 . ) ^ &c.— The Pafijika here 

P. 62 b gives a more detailed summary than that contained in the 
to P. 67 a Yrtti. It is virtually a reproduction of passages from the 
Prasdstapada’s Bhasyaof the Yais'esika System 

5 : 37 . ST- f • ^ *ira: &C- 1 — This is to show how *Mf (the ) is a 

P. 29, 1. 9. outside the groups of 3 01 and ^4. cf. 
top. 30, l 6. srar ” Yais. Sfitra. I. ii. 8. 
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(1) S 53 ? i smr (called * ^ ’ in the text) is Dot a 5«r, 

because it is wanting in the characteristic mark o£ a which 
is that it should be made of many ), or of no 

( ), but never of a single constituent ). Like 

SriT resides in each 5Fl, and nothing which resides in a 
single can -be a sR itself. But does reside in each 
single ^r. Therefore, it cannot be a SM. According to the 
Vais'esika a 5^ is without a constituent or has many 
constituent ^rs, but never a single (unitary) constituent 3Fi; 
for example, QTr^rr^T, 'Ere, stTSH. and Wigs are g®Ts 

devoid of constituent SMs, while bodies such as (duads), 

(triads), etc., are possessed of many constituent g^s — 
viz. the parts of which they are composed. But the sre ? \ 
fulfils neither of the two conditions •• it is i^5. < «Hdr, that is, it 
exists in a single — e.g. in a single cow— no less than 
in many cows ; and it is, therefore, not a 5«r, 

(2) wn wq: ” \ KxV ( ‘*m ’ ) is not a gm. For, it resides in 
a g*i. A g^r can never reside in a gpr, ?ps being themselveg 

(3) “ w. l qfii ( ) is not a 5$. For, it resides in a 

A cannot reside in a 3W, being themselves i%wt. 

fliwiwfratrar. This fluid conception of which was held 

by the old Yaisesikas is endorsed among later writers by 
Kesavamis'ra in his Tarkabhasa. 


“ — "Vais'. Sutra I. ii. 3. f< 

q \ g?r qt i amt i ^ brpw aitiro q 

grafo i strict . .mm swRJwwIq 

^5£TT \ qt g 5T4T SeSW 

mil gqt ^ rqifasRqq: i ci«n q i *— 

Bpaskara on V. S. I. ii. -3. “ fena; l ” V. S. I. 

ii. 4. <f g^ qsbt =q swr# wire — Y. S. I. ii. 5. 
tf ” Y. S. I. ii. 6. “ 3 R?tt mm f^aifwtsUr- 

€THT^ralmmUT?i : i ” Upaskara, ibid. " qfir 
m 5Erfn i ” Y. S. L il 7. ,{ sw ” Y. S. 

I ii. 8. “ ir g gsiwn^r *mr m » 
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*rai ft citrar ra qsiq \ b*4t b^isr+Rcr 

|IcT c!^T!oC7%^c^Icf SH| s[5TO I ^RRqiSqq^cIT: 1 grir =qRiRT \ gqr =q 

^«n ^2f ra^TfT I qrj 44lSR5? qtqSH^ 


cRgcTf^^qcSR > ^qSdRn gcfRlf^: I q =q °qRfRq^qtq g^fT I sq^RITRgTRR I 
^cj^q?4 q3[*|TR %q I Si^RRcRR TU^IRWR 

*R*l it 55 Upaskara, ibid, “g^rafe r *TRI5T wA q qq: ” Y. S. I. ii. 9. 


u q ft q# q#§ qqb q cfi w ^ m ^ qof ^jfiq cff i gxn 3 qb q^w 
^ TO bn R%q m\ tl ” Upaskara, ibid. “ afflRT- 

rqqfqrqiqq q tt ” Y. S. I. ii. 10. “ qrt m\ m: qR qqr 
^Ri^ibbTO'r i q r *raiqf gunwrftiten sqswpb i q it qqib 

grfT jjssf qq: qfb £qfi%[gqq: ! ” Upaskara, ibid. 


“ 3W ; q w4 q^qqt ^ B^ras-R^R^ \ gs* <£ ^Ixli qiiR^R t qi 
qi^mq tg^m ^rpto i ^qqgqw^mqqRiqi. m RiqbRfq tgRR stoir 
cTO l ” P. Bhasya. 

“ sraN 1 f|i%4 qvprc =q 1 ^q^>rai?wrai9ffi*^fi% tR^FfTOOTi^q- 

qsRqqqR *q§qr^qrqRg5R?qq TOTqqgqrasfRR q5R^ 1 1 m scTrauq** 

q^.qgfmqcqqqjRqqq 1 m\ q^qtfqRisq 

4i4 q'tewrb SRRTSfra: cr«n qroribi^ig g^^^^qrqragr 3331 %% sRWgTO 
er Ri^FcurTOgq|ro q^rM: sr q%m fbir 1 qrngqq^qR swftfb 
SRjpn^W: 1 c!W<T 3T gWRqqq t BR* ^sjj^j^^qRRTR: BTgffasqisfttgFira; 

3rr 4 rqter qqrb 1 1 qqiR 2 jwqfqronq: 51191 % sraRifb 

*qT%qqrqqjcqr3W iqbqr^RiR ll ” P. Bhasya. 

f< m crrr qt 3 ^t qiqi q?mraRwm 4 tto i s^RT^Rt^miRiq^r 

qfTRqqRI^ t BMqRt'4 3«?RTR I 3 cM smi59R% «2iqR9?b I cRI% I 

?°mA ?r§ ^5 torrtci: ^^iiriRirgbq:, cm: qiqRTR 

^r^r^Rbq |fb '1 ?RRT?iq^qi qTbqiRnq^fiq^, qqqgrRT i ^ 

^flqtbr #5 3mR4 ^qqsb^RT ^r|b^ iqbq= 1 ^4 s^iRiq^Rr 

^qcmrb^ ct^q^TT 1 ^4 q^§ qbqRRR^R swrt, 

^a^girr-RT o^irlRngbq: I ^4 q5Rcqiq^4lc^q°IRFR^ II m 
^^RjqqR^Ts^Nrc &ri- g^qfb \ »r 5°4 3rfT 

R^S^cTO TT%qBRFi^ 55 ^ qbqiqRIRR^: ^Rqq; t qqr JRg 

qb^R g ;=4 q ^qra i%g 3 Rr4 5[ 5 2Tcqbq ^4 3fniq i bbiqqiRf 

f| 3T?5^ qT z°q 3R^^o3J qr | m\5°$ ^qnRI5T R3T 3URR: 

q^qmq: 1 3rkq:5°4 g g-q^qq^^rdT: t g s; s qbq sf ^qm i ^q^qbi 

3%1% ^oZf55^iTR^£yqRR t ^ ^ goi: 3% R^R^iqR g^qq^t qf? f| 
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sraT m-. R sit ^ i i Rc& =r rw i ^ gq 

# Scfra: I cT4T R Rrtf R5R, RFRg *TT^T^ ^RcRRg. I RFR R Rxff wA *RTg R Rif 

^9 ^ci 1 ssr'rirj r^Nr^rrir: i Rc^Rra srara: i rsrir q^sqbRt 

^f u” Manibhadra’s Com. on Sad-Dars'-Sam. pp. 61*62. 

“ m ^RcRTF%R RTTR% ?65fTT^3|{%5R3Rf§?qi^ RIRRRRGg^F I R 

i^ndiwr jfittrvrf 53n|i%sjc2RipRr iR^qls'g^ i cfrnsq* RiRi?qRRRfR?Rrtj; 
RTRFRrRiiq% c^RR STR^R^SFnfq RFRI^R5iqRiqt R FR^RfF II ”~ 

Gunarafcna’s Com. on Sad-Dars'-Sam. p. 276. 

“ q< 3^ 3ng** I RTRT^R [%R'4 RfTRrRF^ RrFFRTRUR RIRlRqiq^qRlRT^ =r i 
ritrtrtrt q^qiq q^% qRiRcRft&Em: t rttirirpr iqqRiRTRjggilaRRnR i 
RFRFRTRRFqRrRFR g SFSRtRRR II 3?;q cRIRSJR 1 l^qjiq-fTc^IR RtFT I RTRFR 
3SRcRHR l RTRI^Fqiiq: 2iq=flcRT%% I R£PRRRFRciqf Rfflc(|RT SFoqip^R'+R: 

q^iqr^q fr^rj ” ibid. p. 277. 

RTRI'R— Generality— the principle of the co-ordination of indivi* 
duals under one head. One would suppose that the highest 
point to which the generalization could be carried was q^FR?q 
embracing all the qqras in one group. But this is not the Vais’, 
view. Certain categories he sets aside as incapable of possess- 
ing rtrt^r in the real sense of the term — which, according to 
him, belongs to only three categories, viz., 5^, 3°i and 5R. 

The YaisC-Naiyayikas, therefore, distinguish rtir from Rqnqr. 

( For this and r^Pst and ar^ro? Rqirhs see Muktavali and 
Mlakanthi. ) 

The highest RTRFR he calls RxTT, also RTR ( cf. Vais'. Sutra. I. ii 
4, RTRFSgimq irgcRFR. RFRt^RR ) which, be it noted, does not mean 
Existence simply, but Existence carried to the highest possible 
point of generalization , which stops at the collective group 
of Z°x,, SF and $R, and cannot go beyond it. This RtFT is 
otherwise called ‘RfTRTRFR, 5 (except when it is used in the 
wider sense of the commonalty of all the seven RRFRs ) 
because it is the highest RTRFR to which real generalization 
can be carried* S°RcR, etc., are lower than this, but are 
higher than i^RTcR, ^RcR etc., and are called str^rirt^Ts. An 
awwiRi^T is not only a RTRFR, but also a trrir — inasmuch as 



it co-ordinates its individuals in a group and differentiates them 
from those of other groups, and is, therefore, called 

5r3?T. £f. <f. ^5 a?T5 — Just as you argue <f ^ ^SLsqspr^ic^ 7 ' 

P. 30, 1. 6 one can also argue *Tf3l vm 3 mm ” 

„ 1. 10 It may be noted that the €SRf here ( s&'ft ) is not included 
in the <T«J; for, 5TO is a swrafaita (33 313: sro^WESra;) 

i, e. srftSffiRJ 

3 mutandis; 

ssrr. — The general definition of i%5 is . In 

P. 30, L 16 the qi%$i ( P. 68 a ), for ssfitcsifc read srarasnft 3i3TTO3i3= 

q-i%^t ( -tmww smmm gqwp* q^sq ) iw : 

P. 68 a «mF3fNta: I cf^r asnra; (Panjika) s^3<3 which is a 

is vnqiqq^, that is, sr-3T3. As the Panjika sums up: 
gviRf: firR^igqq^ci <?3 t ” 

?*U. ST- f. anf--gPW ^ ^ fro &c. It is urged that the Buddhist does not 
P. 30, 11. 17 believe in 313 and therefore this is a case of srnwifaS-a variety 
-19. of and not i%5. 

iH%^T The Buddhist position is: s 5 3T#33 

P. 68 b. 3T3f 3 tmfa i'- Wi mzism (Panjika.) 

33: &c. — The Buddhist criticism of 3T3 in the form of a 
dilemma: cwrif urq: &c. Is 313 existing ( m) or not existing 
(sm)? If the latter, it is like spangsr and cannot impart existence 
to any other thing such as 3*3, 3% If the former, here is 
another dilemma for you to answer- Is its own existence innate 
or derived \ If it be innate, the existence of other things 
such as etc. may as well be supposed to be innate, and there 
is no necessity for assuming a distinct reality called 3(3 which 
imparts existence to all things. If it be derived from §ome 
thing other than itself, the position will be one of 
regressus ad infinitum. Moreover, there is no srto to prove 
its existence. Unless it is perceived as external it cannot 
be supposed to be an external reality (wf&Nnwra** 3T%3*33WqTO 
). If it is internal like m &c. it reduces itself to mere 
=3 5^3 srerer% ,3 3 

fits ). There is, therefore, no such independent reality 
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like universal being ( SRTH 3 TWR}- ) distinct from the particulars. 
Question : wf? # * wren arifa: a#fgi%rq tow?? sfonfa sift wftiwiqri- 
st 3tqi%idT gw i There must be something objective to 
account for the subjective feeling. Answer : We do not deny 
that there must be something objective to account for the subjec’ 
tive feeling. What we say is that that something is not snra 
but sqra, not the universal but the particular. Question : How 
is it that only certain particulars give rise to the notion 
p. 69a of a certain snra, and not all ? Answer : That difference 
lies in the nature of things. Certain drugs cure a certain 
disease, and not anything and everything. In the 
same way certain particulars. ( ) give rise to a certain 
notion of generality (gfeiw swrora w? ^ 

tm grass \mz). 


52fT. sy. f. l tfcqJTO I The Siddhantin admits the force of the 

P. 80. criticism and explains that his example ww: etc. is intended to 
11 19-21. illustrate ms which is defined as f 5 of *nw although 

the real existence is .a dogma of the non-Buddhist, and not 
bis own. One and the same example can illustrate several 
STWs whose varieties it is intended to show. Therefore, it dose not 
matter if the given illustration of ms is also one of Buyanrcra. 
This is explained in the Pafijika. 

P. 69 ab ^ WTOWmra According to us, Buddhists 

it is no doubt a case of 3?r$iwif?ra. But it is given here 
as an illustration of from the standpoint of other 

schools. Moreover, it is to be noted that from different stand- 
points otie and the same example can illustrate different 


??rr. *r. f . wns-qs iwra^nw: to &c.~ Head & T%g*nw: for It 

P. 30, 1. 22 is clearly explained in the Pafijika : — 5sw*cwn%SRidr wfs 
qr^WJT T^gW^raWT SfWraSW I%WS...eTW'RS TO1W: i TOWIIW 

P. 69b iroiwrar mism? TO etc. awiii— 3 ?ts?w: wrora wisw 

^crr r%grsgq*ra: [ for 151+gwr*. we may read ] t ciWTSWW- 

^Tw'fl^r t§w^> — wwtswwrcScw siwwra m qisscwrosiq 

??n". sr. siw » swt%-totc wi> ^ wwt wawsrwcw*. [ ] 

P. 30 m qmlsqrM i * m\wm. # mv-.—lf on the 

U. 22-25 strength of the example WTO you urge that will 

10 
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have to be regarded as qi^r ( baked, manufactured by 
heat ), which is absurd (faa), we shall meet that absurdity 
by taking *33 as our example and thereby deduce sFqtqq^ 
being not a baked article like TO. And so long as the absur- 
dity ( i%d*r ) is not so removed, we are prepared to regard the 
case as one of ffeir \ in the Pahjika for read 

fww. as in the Yrtti ] i 

t Read for a*mq-mr. sf. 1 . 1. 23 ] qraron*. [ The 

text of the Yrtti is here corrupt or elliptical. Better read 
for 3 TOq?qiqq: ufaglimiq! fSFRqifcra- 

cFFSIfrqF *F iq§5cFF SFT^q^F ^l+gq^iq^ gq. — JST. Pr. 
Yr. 11. 23*25. The PaSjika explains how the other example 
— that of 32 as against to — removes the r%V.— q 
cF!%I%: qgt q q<?cTqj cFcdl qi^?T# mm ami TO l aftg cli| qsqiT 
ctJgfRfsfq 5 isa[ ^r%. ( Paiijika ), All this comes uuder the 

‘ siTras ; of the Brahmana Nyaya. ( See N. S. Adh. Y, I. ) 

K sql. sf. f. 3T5i^2n % cTOi%:-The case under consideration, viz., *r *?iq 
P 31. 1. 1 iT^^fqrqF^ however, differs from the case of qi«R: 

5<F$cqr^ inasmuch as exists in qFTOF as well as aiqiqq things, 
whereas is confined to *TFq. 

¥^T. sf • f . We next come to i is the wk; its Tqtiq: 

P. 31. 1. 3. is The text of the N. Pr. is clear. In the preceding 

variety of viz. the illustration was *nqt m 

trq q SFqffi etc- Here the illustration is *nq: ScSFmqRr q qqra etc. 
a of the srwi. being substituted for its m^q. 

&c. — The well-known argument of the Nyaya- 
P. 69 b Yais’esika for establishing their doctrine of sraT-the fFffsiui^ — 
P. 70 a which exists primarily and really in sm, 3°i, and only, and 
is predicated - secondarily and without any logical justifica- 
tion, of fliHim, wraw and 

sf. egRnwtf igjqsi ; — Here begins the third and last division of 
P. 5. 1. 20 SFsrcmra viz. sgRiraw ?si ; cf (Example) may be by am4 or 

that is, it may be (A) similar or (B) dissimilar to the <W. And 
so also is (A) similar and(B) dissimilar. The first of 
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P. 7, 1. 9. these, that is, aranfa ?sremre — Similar example which is 
fallacious — is of five kinds : — 

(A. 1) flTWTOS e. g. raw: si^is^wra qraiSFW. Here the ssrt, viz. 
qraw, possesses the W-ra viz. ftww, but is lacking in the 
*pra**4 viz. sigjaw, ’ qreig being # (=rawra^ “ifcrnra;^ 

Br. Hyuya ) and not W. 

(A. 2) siwwreg-- -e. g. raw: sw : etssfeng, ifera; . Here the ?2ire 

viz., 513; possesses the wsra*ra, viz. 3re?w, but is lacking 
in the srerefc, viz. raww, 5% being straw and not raw. 

(A. 3) wits*— subdivided into and eres;. Thus, (a) wrw: w- 

3T#wig; has a 52R» which possesses neither sisrcra*? viz, 
nor snWI viz. raws, ^re being 3? and straw, and is 
therefore Wires ?sirerere. But it is an wires which is eg;, that 
is existing or real, (b) raw: &I33 WTc[. sflqjRtiqg—Here the €2ire 

sfT^re is something that does not exist at all according to the 
Buddhist, and consequently so far as he is concerned he will 
have to treat it as a ssirerere. It is bound to be Wires, that 
is, 3TT515 in the matter of both, 3T*raw*i and ^iwsre. Note that the 
illustration can be modified into ^raw*- SRp 33Wig. sn?RW«t so that 
the ssire may appear to be both 3i*rawre® and RlWiras even 
according to those who regard srrere as real, but it is not so 
modified because we have to illustrate a ssrt which is sre^. 

( A. 4 ) awww — where the ^rew i. e. positive concomitance of 
sura and siw is not stated, but only their co*existence 
or togetherness (st*ire:) is said to belong to the S2RI. Thus, 
if instead of saying <ra.?>ci% o^raw _ ?s qwr qz: you say q<£ ?c^ew- 
Jjraww 3 ?sq, your ssire is lacking in and is therefore 

srawq ?srrerere. 

(A. .5) WTO When the bw that is the positive concomitance 
is enunciated conversely and therefore wrongly. Thus, 
if instead of saying 3RScW ^raw you say ^w 
you reverse the order of the sraz and the W, and therefore 
pf the wrw and the and thereby commit a fallacry. 



76 


We have similarly five kinds of SBRirore. 

(B. 1) gpRrsRRR — that is, the from which is not absent 
( ). Thus in RR: gs*: where the s?fHH of 

Wl mm is 3?RR 3*$ jrt q^ioj: the sprr$ viz. ars^R is 
absent from q^rss ( sfiRTcC q^t^R 5 see supra ) but the 
viz. RRR is not, TOJTgjs being rr ( ‘ RRRR*. qOTWfllO. 

(B. 2) tqr^r^ifci — that is, the sspa from which shrr* is not absent 
( mm ). Thus, in Rear: sihrec where the am% of 

1r4ssrt is rsrr rrt the viz. ai#R is not 

absent from 3R ( ‘ q^R: ’ ) although the SPRRR viz. 

rrr is, m being not Rear but 

(B. S) 3*?qTo2fT|r( — that is, the mm from which neither the srspqiS 

" nor the $RRW is absent. Thus, in RR: 

it cannot be said that the sirrr and viz. 

RRR and srJr are absent from snarer so long as the 
Nyaya-Yais’esika is there to assert that siRJRf is a 
reality possessed of RRR and sr^r. 

( B 4 ) — that is, where the ^rr^tih i. e. negative conco- 

mitance is not stated but only the absence of the RnRR?r 
and htrrrr is said to belong to the fSRf. Thus, instead 
of saying RT%R R mm mw R *RR ( =R3RR ) RRf R 2 *. if you 
simply say R3 ^RRRRRTR R, it is a case of €2PR wanting 
in ssPeU^R ) r%^R=Ri*TRR7RR and stsrrrI- 

*tr. rrt 9I 5 RRTRRRItRT i. e. without enunciating the arfafc- 
&rn of and rprwr [ Read in m. s. p. 7 1. 7. #R for 

3R3R which is an evident misprint. One ms. (E) reads RRRR*sf[R 
r, another (N) 3RRRR R R in the body of the Yrtti while 
sts&srrrr in the text of the N-Prave’sa. ] 

(B. 5) i%RR5Rra^? — where in enunciating the 'RR^RTTfl, the order of 
the RPRWR and RlRRMq is reversed. Thus, in RR‘- ar^clRiR; 
the proper srr^RTIH is R^RR ( RTRTRR RIRRWR:}). But if 
you say R3TRR**. you commit the fallacy of iWlR RT^-- 
reversed absences. “ sRT'wq^wqr f| ^rrrWrrr i rrttorrt- 
^RTi|qRRT: 5RRR -Si. Yart. A. Pr. vs. 121a, 121b. 

The list of the “Fallacies of the Example’’ given by Suguira in 
his sketch of the logic of Dinna (Dinnaga) and S'amkarasvami# 
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is the same as that given above, together with the illustra- 
tions. The Fallacies of the Homogeneous Example 
(sra»hsRi) are:— 

(1) The fallacy of Excluded Hetu ( sisRwfls ), 

(2) The fallacy of Excluded Predicate ( trpamtrss ), 

(3) The fallacy called Excluded Both ( ), 

(4) The fallacy of Absence of Connection ( ) # 

(5) The fallacy of the Inverted .Affirmation of the Example 

( ). 

The Fallacies of the Heterogeneous Example ( ) are 

(1) Included (Unexcluded) Predicate, ( ), 

(2) Included (Unexcluded) Hetu ( ) 

(3) Both Included (Unexcluded) ( STOSTTftT ), 

(4) Absence of Disconnection ( 3Fsrrat$ ); and 

(5) Inverted Negation of Heterogeneous Example 

It will be noticed that the order of (1) and (2) in the second 
group here is the reverse of that of the corresponding 
fallacies in the first group, as enumerated in our text. So 
also in T 2 and Ch. T 1 has the same order both in the first 
and the second group. ( See N. Pr. Part II GL 0. S. p 21 
Comparative Notes on P 5. 1. 20.) 

Dharmakirti’s first three and the last in each of the two 
groups (3 Tsp 4° and ) are the same as those in Nyaya- 
praves'a, except that he omits the word and paraphrases 
by and by which makes no 

difference in sense. But, between the third and the last in 
each group, he adds a new set of three SSRiraras based on 
viz., and and one 

more distinguishing from in the list of 

and from in the list of 

«N«NsRiwrcrs. Thus he has nine €i^*4?SRrTOKJs and nirig 
instead of five and five of the N. Praves'a. (see 
N. Bindu, Bib. BuddhicaEd. pp. 87-93. DharmakirtPs list is 
adopted in the Nyayasara of Bhasarvajna, and in the Pramana, 
nayatattvalokalamkara of Yadi-Devasuri, a Jaina, 
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Kumarila Bhatta’s list of is the same as that given 

above (see S'lokavartika, Anumana Paricoheda vv 107b etc.) 
He first mentions the two which in the N. Pr. are called 
and T%Wcn«rR, and then the three corresponding to the other 
three of the N. Pr. called by him ‘ anffra^r ’• His 

illustrations are substantially the same as those of the N.- 
Praves’a. cf. “ <wn*hi: > 

W3^5^r*PWiiq sssgftf sft i” S'l. Y. A. P. vv. 115- 
116a. Cf. further 5 cj^fl^l^^^-ibid, vl28a. 

In coming to the question of illustrating he 

discusses at great length the fundamental question of the 
place of 55?fciR3^ni% and in the process of Inference 

and criticises the Buddhist view on the subject. In explaining 
the nature of ‘ ’ he speaks of or ' ’ as 

distinguished from \ 

Pras’astapada has six ?2RTmras which he calls f TRSRHWrers his 
addition being under each of the two heads — 

and cf. 

fimim: i mm rsr, *ror wng:, *rmrcr, m w- } 

i where an mm, is added and illustrated by 
5W: [ m R I ST WNlffl: 2 Com. ] 

cf. also WqfftsfanTO, 

where again the added is The others in both 

the lists are substantially the same as those in the N. Praves’a. 

Siddhasena Divakara, the auther of the Nyayavatara (a Jaina) 
has six under each of the two heads which he does not fully 
enumerate, assuming that the word * arft* may suffice to suggest 
them to the reader— the three that are omitted from each 
being those connected with ar^ and respectively. ( see 
Nyayavatara vv 24:25) The reason given by the commentator 
Siddharsigani- — for their omission is interesting:— 

TOTSlfoRfafa I * RVlt R €Sl^mW- 

wiwwra i a*iir |— -r arosrat \ *ft ft 

52}#; si’sroreriwt: sfaqisra. as: w«i4iwni | 
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g*r g ssFgigrsMfg im ggts- 

g=gg?Ka*it g &Fm tw » ft c?f| ? tgrcg \ sfggwrcgisnig awfoisrigiigRig: i 
sfgg^gmft gisggrfgs: \ g =g ^ggigtsm ssra gi^g: i i cwi 

g ssisgrorcrat *feg: i sr^isMNs fti3- 


^gpggsgiggg ^ gfigtagn^ i djtogfr# ggisgraresngqigg gfgggT fggfigg i 
^f^FlUTIJRqi^ I qffiq^SN Wiggig acefoeifig^ ?% I *& 3l«RI% 
g ggfeggr*rara£r i 3T#r ggRn*ireiggi%'g gg; git gwwnaw^sfo gsi^T- 
grerr gr^ i g?nf|— g t RSc*iM g*n% i ig^sg^iaf 5 * 
Kp^craT ggsngggigigi^ i ^rtgt gigg;n g^Ksrq ssRn^nsra^tsf^wifacPn 
^I%T: 1 cl^pq-f— 3 To 3 jl%^ 5 F: arasftgatf&gi: iqqfcrfcK 3 &ra 1 ^S^T- 


jvRg^rcgra gifggsgr: i g*nr| — *bgki<g>$tigig: . . .3*3^^ g^ \ 
tggiggng. i gfg f| espgg^gg sjfgfe: sngqi^g ggT g^?g^ig 4 i%eacg 
g^raragT 33^1 i g #ggr%r \ 

gsrargi^rgrar i g m% gr gggig g w. g g gggifg gigg^suit- 
swpiisqfcH:^ rNrt i arfcPRin^ \ aw^rawf^npr 'Idilgig gra* * 
i gsissg^^g^-tgqgg^ig^igiq i ggrgfigigcgig' i 

sgig^fiigg^g fqq^Jsqra^SI^R % g g^jgi gig: 1 ft gif * » 3^3*Wdf- 

f^^nwgR^r \ ft =g m qggmgt g^— g^g ^^ngm 5 ^ *&& 
f g g& Rre i ^ qg«ngmgig€g$ra sgsiggi^ c %rt 

gregi # gggjg; ggf fawi^ gglggi fg?*nsFig ragre- 


i 

arreigf giggii i ssrpr gi^iggcragig^pigig; 1 awwn^«n:— apw«r- 
t%#r srfgqisrcg g ggRUpg^gr wgg smt BiiTs^gra^gig$ 
tgFgrsmgTg®?: i gg«? gapfaifarf ggwragfg ^ *ft #cftwggsw « 
g^MS{^tra5#R^^^ra^r gsRiwrai g greggt i ft git? t 


i mi gifting 3^ i g*nigsrcg i^*n^gs^iww4^Fr 
R^^n%jn^R?r jii gigigftgnrcjgraj *n|%mi5igi5siqiRg2tT grg- 
fsig^^f^ it One point of the above criticism that fallacies 
which are under consideration are ‘ gfigrgeigcg , and not 
f *• — that is, they arise from the fault of the man and 


not the thing, in other words, that they are only formal and 
not material— is admitted by the Buddhist logician. But this 
is how he meets the attack : " ?m m TO aram^Rgsg: 1 git ^ gw 


g ggTTq gggti 3s grag mfg $m 1”; “miazm g %zm 

gwftgigi^ggr^ g^g: \ ga«ng*ng =g gg^g gigi%5gg — * 

that is to say in wsljpg even a formal fallacy is a fallacy. 
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Another point in the criticism is that a certain fallacy is not 
a but a i^qr. This objection is logically more 

serious. The observation of the commentator of the S'loka- 
vartika on toe point is s " spsriq vw ng* ^ 

^si'cifSN o^rn^^^nsTc^fity 

l q WqSFqg SST% 13ffl¥iR!i WISR 
Com. SI. Yart. v 117. It may be further noted that 
Kumarila, although he follows the older classification of 
which makes a special class of SBRraws, sees that the trouble 
throughout arises in regard to the &m : — ” 
wrlei: t ...^riq^Rgan g 52TIIH q ^g;...s3nMq i ftq i ” 

Sf. f. arras:=fimcf-^ (S'l. Y5rtika)=fe ( N. Bindu) Read tf ^ 

P. 31, 1. 16. m\'i <$ gcensRi5xiTspwflT # i ?n TOfenj»n% '* 

to ( 11. 17. 19. ) Ordinarily, the adjectival past passive participle 
P. 83, 1. 9. should come first in a Bahuvrihi compound, but in the group 
iJT%5RT. of the words ®nfenf?r etc. -which is elastic— it may optionally 
P. p 70 b precede or follow the noun*, thus, we may say srranftci: or 
CO 73 b 3?n%W?r:. Similarly, or qRratfraroqi. Another solu- 

tion of the difficulty, which is less satisfactory, is to make it an 
elliptical compound ( ffim&f .' — Panjika ) 

Panjika notes that the latter is a recent 
explanation ( srh ^ ) Read vmim 

for v\mi‘ 5im (1. 22). Read ftw: ^ # st% qaj: ( 1. 24 ) Read 

Iq^Rt * sis[fe — the reason given why 
the is not here mentioned, although it is necessary to 

do so according to Buddhist logic of. contra Si. Yart A. P. 
118a =q i 32, 1. 4.)— 

See Panjika p. 71a. Sliw * ( l 5 )— That mm is ^ may be 
deduced from the character of its such as etc. Panjika 
quotes : “ qsrc°rqq w* tons*, t w&i 

55 cf. are&ra ^sqqftqni #: \ src&rara W’WW i 

N.B.T. q^iqqRpf. 

sns-This is 3*fq3RRwn%& esi^ra in the mouth of 
the Samkhya when he is arguing with a Buddhist who denies 
the existence of any such substance as srffiRr. ( h 20 )— Panjika 

( p. U b ) s 4teqi^I«W* Of. 



i 4 < 4 i sfiSRsSara. i 4 SR 44 : 4*41344; i 4544 . 54134^114 \ 4 q*igi!M sicr 
4Kh%gi4iq m sgRnsswrai *#* ST. Y.A.P- The com, o£ the ST. 
Yartika specifies cR^gjf^T 9ra=4=r+n44n44 sn%. 

%.mk (11. 21-22 ) — ai?44=ai3TO=34ifiei The Yrtti takes 
3T4?44= 37S^%F?PL 

31*44 4 41=841 ( 11. 24-25 ) — i. e. where the mere 

coexistence { 8^*n4 or ‘ *n%4 1 as Kumarila calls it ) o£ the two 
is stated, and not the invariable concomitance in the form 
of 4?14;...4 t 14 . That two '44s belong as sitsft44:s to the same 
34^4 does not prove that o£ the two one is an invariable 
concomitant of the other ( 3ira4i«%TOT^rc4TO3^ 54W4 r£~ 
4411321441445141344 % -Yrtti P. 33 11. 2-3 ) cf. f< 8? sfe4 sfrpsn 
5411=444 4 4i44i” — ST. Yart, A. P. 130a. 4TOI is explained in the 
Pafijika (P. 71 b) as meaning concomitance or repetition, 
the latter being expressed by 434. and 444 . S44 ?44ic4H34t 

54(1%% 41=91 . . .314 =4 T%4 3]3I%% ^1^41 4I^c4 9<$4!9<44 41 54% I 

43(4 4=41=9*... &c. (Pafijika P. 71b) Read *l4H3=tt44 3414 , 
4^c4tct?23¥l44— See Dharmakirti’s IT. Bindu, Bib. Buddhiea Ed. 
P. 88, where the passage runs: 41 4=451 9 99113 J 39 ; 123*443 I 
SF44 ( Yrtti p. 33 1. 2 )=W4i^=45i4|ga4r4 where the relation 
between *n*4 and 4144 is causal ( Pafijika P. 71 b-72 a ) 

394 1^4 44°l 4139 = 4=9 ( Pafijika P. 72 a ) — Some hold that the 
so called 314-44 is not a £21=91919, being allowed by all s’astras. 
After all the validity of the statement will depend on some 
4414 other than the mere word of the debater. ‘ If the 541% 
underlying the statement 3H4c4: 3^: $94*413 is justified by 
5fc4&5, where is the room for the charge of £21=91919 ? If not, 
no amount of 9343 and 93 44. will be of any avail. ?SRT is 
only intended as a voucher to support a proposition which is 
otherwise known to be true ( le^i ^41414 it 42i=994i 4 t4i*P3f49l9^q. ) 
This objection is met in the sequel. 

= 41 433[i 5 4i9459 s — Yiolation of the rule of logic — =4i499 c itte399*i. 
(Pafijika 433R14 9*tfM4c4i4=9*i445 p. 72 a) An example of bad 

ojfHH — “ 44lSi4t4 S4c4T9=994? 45174, 3*349119=9*19*6 %4lft 4 

^c3*I9*49I9919c 9 [ Read-°9iti9 for 9*4 14c4 ] 44ft ” (Pafijika 72 b). 



. WgqqfM* ^5-- viz. “ fogjftra ic.» ( PafijikS 

P. 72 b) 

r?n. g. f. ara*4s8is5Wi§^i$ &c. It should be noted that while in the list 
P.33 11 2-5 of an^SRireras, was placed before here 

in the list of is placed before 

Why so ? The variation of order is justified on the ground 
that in 3T^T ( with mvtk&FZ ) sm has to be mentioned before 
aw, while in ( with %l4?gPcf ) has to be 

mentioned before sisrtois. See supra, Notes p. 73. 

( 55T1HI snwsWft stfii ?p htq^ci qisF wAfraQfo g 

^rRisi?cii^#^r <if 1 In4sto 5 w. 1 ts-jnjqqtfr 

l%3cf 3# SgRftsTC?! ^I^IoqifcI TTeU^i iff *T 

^ra^ifxT m— Pafijika p, 72b, 73a. ) 

T 1 places SWironifl first, unlike T 2 ,Ch and our Skt. text in which 
it comes after SMissm ( See N. Pr. Part II. G-. 0. S. p. 21. 
Comparative Notes.) The comments in the Yrtti and the 
Panjika show that they were not aware of T 1 . 

£2JT. s?. |\ wbi : etc. — Here Panjika notes : {t ar«r qw^i^ft- 

P. 34, 1. 4. fjrwrcrac m t 3 qifom$fSRqj& m % «J> 'v&mOfoi 

^TS^^ifa<3f^rq#Uct fcn«ra. Here there seems to be some 
misunderstanding. Yrtti never meant to imply that q^rg 
was really anS — it was, as shown in the previous section, an 
example of wssfasaim ?8Ri in ‘ ’ means 

and so In P. 73, 

1. 9 of the Pafijika, add 3 siqra after ci^\. 

?5fT. «g\ f . 31°^^ &c. — This is all, mutatis mutandis, like 3T3?3Rr, a 
P. 34 11. 6. isreiwre mentioned above. %ir siW9m- 

raffsfl — i. e. without the statement of rariafoanfft, such as 
&rn ess*. afi^re^:= swsrasr iqq^nqn^n *. e. merely mentioning 
the case in which there is the absence of 3i«r and of 3m, 
without enunciating the 

tr^fqRt z&mfe etc. — Note <( erq^Yrasqf^ET w 3^1 

P. 73 ab. W c(HT%qi^q $$ 3^%”— Panjika 

»37L if. f. 5 s® .te etc. — ( Panjika ) 3i!OTii^i^4- 

P, 34, 1. ll-wraa^wi^( Panjika ). ( pafijika ). 



wB?§?T i greft ^ ^fq because srr is 

P» 73b — See supra Fundamental S'ioka. 

We have thus finished the chapter on or False Proof 

which consists o£ three varieties viz., 1. Statement of a false 
'W (Fallacy of the Subject or the Minor Term), 2. of a false 
t$I (Fallacy of the Keason or the Middle Term), and 3. of a false 
SSFcr (Fallacy of the Example. ) 

*3T. Sf. g etc. 1 — Some mss. read The usual word 

P- 7, L 1 2. is HRR3 (causal); but stem is also correct. This is an exposition 

of the second line of the Fundamental Yerse — 3 

...snefram. 

^3T. *f. f. cPnfciqsRT etc. 1 — Before speaking of the and the 

P.34, 1. 22. author wishes to say something of SR83 and BTjprra ( 

^ Pan jika p. 74a ) etc. — The 

commentator sees a point in the separate mention* of sre^e? 
and argffFf instead of the use of a compound word ( ) 

in the text of the Fundamental Yerse: it is, he says, 
to indicate that the two have separate provinces ( 

*ra*l). These are and respectively. 

bears testimony to ^5^1— the particular only ; while the 
general aspect or STOF355«?<n is contributed by s^r. Thus, in 
the cognition of V3 there are two elements, viz. first, the 
cognition of the particular 32 in itself without reference to 
its (the general* character, 32R ),. and, secondly, the 

cognition of the dfflR which is predicated of the particular. 
Of these the former is SR3T, the latter The Buddhist 

thus differs from the Nyaya-vais'esika who regards both the 
^ and the — the particular and the universal — as objects 

of sirs?. 

«fl. Sf. f. qterai f| 1 ^ — This is well-known. “ It is usually believed 

P. 35, 11. 1-2 that the Buddhists accepted only two pramanas ; but, as it 
is evidenced by our texts, this is not true. The Yogacaras, 
seem to have adopted the theory of the three pramanas as 
expounded in T.B.S / . and As even after the reform of 
Dionaga. So Sthir&mati commenting upon the Madhyanta- 
vibhaga Yrtti by Yasubandhu, ( a copy of which has been 



q. %. 5JT. 
P. 74a. 


P. 74b. 
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brought by me from Nepal and will shortly be. published ) 
says : ata aha: pramanafcrayam .nis'rityeti pramanatraya- 
virodhena: pramana trayam punah prafcyaksam anumaaam 
agamas'ca. cf. also Vijnaptimatratasiddhi by S. Levi, p. 26. 
That this classification was peculiar to the sect, which did not 
accept the reform of new logic, is proved by the fact that 
Haribhadra in his Abhisamayalankaraloka ( 1 st Chapter in my 
forthcoming edition ) expounds the same theory pratyaksa- 
numanagamapramana if more than once Dr. G. Tucci's, 
Buddhist Texts on Logic, Introduction p. xvii. <c SRpfer— 
ScPRf i ” This interesting remark will be 

discussed below. 

Read ssft instead of s^wn-an obvious misprint. 

The different views in the matter of the or the have 
been stated very clearly in the Panjika borrowing the state- 
ment almost verbatim from the NyayaKndutika-tippanaka 
of Maliavadin ( 9th or 10th century A. D.’J: 

smRqmql gi^fq wrr rah, q ratra: i 

gsitfq [ ] i 

g^uiq erapq forcr w- i swr^^wAfct 

i— f%5ri%qr%: 5R3r^u%^qq i ” 

Cf. “ m. graft raw i 

t%«j: *r raifa: i gqrcft raiftf fwr |g: shr* 
ssrrero i %e[i?cR!Rj?T ra i erwi^i 

sfFcfc^K^dr: # mfro: i *\ 

W3L l ra w %% or sftrf — the Buddhist 

substitute for which is not regarded as a positive 

reality as in the Nyaya-vais'esika system, but as a negative 
idea consisting of a double negation ar-^-^iira i. e. to be other 
than the other. etc.-This explanation of wherein 3*oi?3 
is said to be the thing itself is still liable to the charge that it 
is hardly different from *jn?TR38aro. Consequently, another 
explanation is proposed : • 338 





3*n#Q5i£— Part of a passage from the Nyayabindu of Dharmakirfci 
<w fq gggqin i ^ grasraw i 

qjwr^ra; i 3 p$fer re np4g ffl>g iT 5^T : i _ w; dfspw 

i*m: i Mark that the difinition of given by DharmaMrfc| 
steers clear of all reference to the nature or of an object 
which savors of €RPT, a defect from which the definition in the 
Panjika would seem to be not clearly free. Wi, he says, is 
just that whose presence or absence makes a difference in the 
appearence of an idea in consciousness. Being thus effective 
in shaping our idea, it is real. • ) 

am?? *rm: ^nwi^^-As soon as a sense comes into 

contact with an object, the object which endures for a single 
moment and no more ( an infinitesimally small part of time / 
is apprehended as something in itself which is distinct from 
all other things, even those belonging to its own class. This 
aspect of the thing or object is called When the person 

has apprehended a series of such moments or rather of objects, 
each member of which lasts for a single moment only, it 
becomes an object of conception wherein the character of that 
object is determined. Be it noted that srsj can reach the series 
-the OTT — only, and no single member of the series, the latter 
being too evanescent to be capable of being caught in a single 
sjRg. By mR is meant a series of similar successive moments 
of an object which is indistinctly apprehended ( tidWSKd ^T- 
ssanwOTissa* ^d-Pafijika.) The other aspect 
of the object which is called mm is the form which that 
object possessed in common with other objects, and. which 
enters the determinate knowledge of that object. This is really 
not an object of aws? or sensuous apprehension, but of 
Thus :-When we see the 3# which it recalls to our mind as 
its concomitant is the general concept of 3 Tih { as different 
from 3HT?T--( TO ) such as belongs to all fires, 

disengaged from all such particularities as hayfire, wood-fire 
etc. and it is this general 3# which is inferred from 
Thus STfn^ is apprehended by This would seem to 

mean that is mere sensation. But this position would 
be somewhat modified if it be regarded as perception also* 
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In the latter case, however, according to the Buddhist, srsflT* 
comes into play by contributing the element of conception. 
This comes very near the Nyaya view of and 

sjwa?, with this important difference that the involved in 

the latter is apprehended by stiprc and not by according to 
the Buddhist. This differnce, however, is further reduced if 
we remember that the srrwit srRTsra of the Nyaya-Yais'esika 
is not ordinary 5R*r$ but extra-ordinary— f 

By the way, the reader will note that the nature of the 
above set forth ( 

gRRtf ^4 q%*3irccfi#4 ^4 swig; st^rkr m flRFqTORRW srrl ) 
fits in with the doctrine of which Binnaga is supposed to 
have discovered. 

* imr f| m: raw i wm srrqtfRa* 

apparent srtt ft 5ii# T%wTSRs*i«R&r : t~ N B.T. on which 
this whole passage is founded, has *• e * 

jwtot; ?ricrr: i%r: — with no substantial difference of 
meaning except that the latter points to a thorough-going 
sensationalsm — Panjika p. 74 b. Cf. “ f| i 

spgre ?RrauE9?Rict i \ ft r 

aczr^ar ft ft^t 5iTfr: 4a ra qq t 4aw qq 

q aiqofiar: 3riq$3*ttlSRRRi; I R5tft*ireS?feir- 

i $ sfRRifqdis# ^3WictaT( 

m*m i sra* 1 — N. B. Tika 

of Dharmottara on Dharmakirti’s “ 5PPT SRTO ” N. Bindu. 
The T%PT of srnq is of two kinds : (1) RST and (2) BRR&r;-that 
is to say, (1) that which is the object of sensuous apprehension, 
and (2) that which is the object of intellectual determination. 
In the case of the 3R or moment — that is, the object 
which exists for a single moment only — is the object of 
sensuous apprehension, but is too fleeting to be reached ( W 
snqfojpRRRRR. ); what is reached is the series of momentary 
objects which we conventionally imagine to be a single object 
by what is called smw, that is, intellectual determination as 
distinguished from that is, sensuous apprehension. 

Similarly, the fow of eigtTR is also two-fold ••-am and 3NH&T. 
The m of SJ 5 RR— that which is apprehended by Inference— is 



ir srin^srierareci # sun^foigniTO stcuh; — P anjika). 
It is, however, not ^4 bnt 3 r 4, and therefore unreal. ( 
i^3RWi%s^ssti^^h3r qfRR%irt— N.B.T. ). Bnt when by a 

further act of thinking, the object is reached, that which was 
apprehended by inference-its mi-viz. ^n*TR? — is identified with 
this -WW by ( B^RWRW: snq^i IRS? R^fCR.q I 

mf%. isw^Rren wn ^f%wcr; s qqrc ?r4 ira r^wir^rr — 
Panjika ). The 3% so reached is 3R, as distinguished from the 
qilpwiR which was appreherded ( sun ) by inference and was 
3R«r. Of these one is superimposed upon the other in con- 
sciousness ( s g^rcifqfiisqT smr: r*55?rrr( r )cR! 2 r zr&qz 
shrt4ws3HRr i sr4^ w” — N. B. Tika, and as 
:ae Panjika adds 3Tgr5R^r^«^: r^sr ximk : ). For 

further explanation as well as for tracing some more bits of the 
Panjika to their source see N.B.T. Tippana of Malla-vadin. 
" 3R%q*4i4RTRR I 3FR sejRSRb %ci: I gHU?Ri4RT % 3S2RR I 
3 Rrtrt% of4 wi i » § flRqrRqd ^q ^4iqRrRR4%RqeRR 
*dr ^qg?RRRR7 rrr =q i ...iwitw i A fRtUR 

cftSSRRR 1%^ RRRTR I 

T1%^T RRTRsraqra r*rrr — F or the number and names of srrs 
P. 74 b recognized by other schools cf. “ ^R^TqHRqraRTO 0 ! i 
P. 75 a br^r s^ : swpsrst %raqi%: i m?% i urs^hr^ 

qjqini^qT^Rs&R qgRURigR hr jirr i 

qR&?I^R3#RR<5g*I JTRR » %I%T SR^%RR I — N. B. T: 
Tippani, p. 1 5 The Panjika omits the notice of qRte and adds 
that of the 4111% who admits three iRRs 1 — viz SR^r, bfrr 
and ql 

WTT. f. %qR^RR%R4raR^~This is shown in the Panjika as follows : 

P. 35, 11 1-3 qR^i^i^raiRRSRRRr r% R^RRq^R [ ^rrrirr is a misprint ] 
qi%qFT. <RR3 %Tr4ri 14%: l 3Rl4tsTR3nfTR [ this may better be qi'T^FR ] 
P. 7 5 a agisswRiRq sir i r#r4sii% f| frr rIrr *ir: i sr^hr ^ rsrr. 

sfflR fr l The distinction which the Panjika draws 
between ERST and b^rh,, and between the two on one hand and 
the so called ^gsRR on the other, is as follows : a^rit srst srsnciR- 
r^rhI g%f4 i b^rr § fcmm i^n^qsqif^ 
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. mmm Note (1) that according to the 

Buddhist the ^ has passed away even before the swgr could 
reach it; what it reaches and apprehends is QcfR—the object 
which as matter of fact is a series of £Rs technically called 
‘Sara;* (2) 3 trst is but sensation and reveals only the particular 
a3 distinguished from all other particulars, even those belong 
ing to its own class; srgflR on the other hand while revealing 
the particular which as shown above can only be a &TR — 
co-ordinates that particular with other particulars of the class 
and differentiates it from those belonging to other classes, 
thus converting the sensation into perception through the 
mediun of the new element of the concept. Still what both 
5R3ST and sigJRR reveal is R^m 3*4, that is something which is 
invariably there. No such reliance, however, can be placed 
upon sasy which often deceives us ( Read the interesting 
illustration — found elsewhere also — given in the Pafijika: 

^PcRIg^c^: I 

«^TT. sr. f . is indisputably a 

P. 35, 1, 2 work of Dihnaga. Haribhadra — the author of this Yrtti- 

may possibly mean that the problem of the inclusion of other 
W*is has been dealt with in swmsjpm and other works of the 
same author and has therefore not been detailed here. In 
that case, the Nyayapraves’a will have to be attributed to 
Dinnaga according to Haribhadra. But the language of the 
line — “ smfflRs? etc. ” — is not conclusive. For, it is equally 
possible to take it to mean that the point has been discussed 
in certain other works such as Pramanasamuccaya, which 
does not necessarily imply that they were, according to 
Haribhadra, works of the author of the Nyayapraves'a. 
tn%^nr afos ScWfftR etc. — A note on the express mention of the 

P. 75b number — ‘ V — in tbe Nyayapraves’a. It is, says the Pafijika, 

intended to indicate that he rejects the views of the Carvaka, 
of the Yaisesika and others, who recognize only one pramana 
or more than two pramanas. 

»|T. sy. f . rrurr etc. (Yrtti) cf. Dharmottara's N.B.T. “dstft 

P. 35 1 3. ” 



str. sRiKgn^Ri«i^^ srarcpsrw sro “<ra ^gjwnwp 

P. 76 b. w&&m r &mn firafc^ 1 ” N. B. T. 


zm. st. era etc : It would have been better to print the lines thus *— 
P. 7, era srar^ w 5 ^ wH ^w^fraif^rcrcfta ^ i irw ^fo 

11.13-14 3&T # 5R2T8FUI 


H??, si. f. STOf¥i era ** N. B. T. 

P. 35,11. 15 era sfeftera# ssq^-and 'eOT egrog sfa sSfo #i straw 

„ 1, 17. on which the Panjika runs as follows :-srp7 3ww®qHe4Wfi|**«... 
(W m afeiTTeWII^W# sraa^ l ST*?!^ 5#:=5Ic^ 

wm : ? stoi%3t *^5E*wjsws*r » 

5EW S3H5I SR?# ^ef ^ TO, Z?M =3 TO 9TO ®R STO 
=a ^Rf $ ®Rf: ST^n^f: ^Rn^ra ftaw s^sirq^fne t^i^eil $ 
sralsraT%?tra eiegw^ ?ra<TO sra#M i Now, compare :—5raBg^% 
sf^raun^wg^ i aiTO^i a>R(Rra fgpterara shirts i aiHNWfras?^ 
ei% wmw- ara^i^J ras: N.B.T. and 4&5<sWid 


e[^f^ ersro afet j^^rara^toigTOr: t qsjrra a^4^s4 srara: \ ^eiis^#* 
^R^ip%T®felT a^TSrf^ \ elef^ Se^^T jf% a^a?[ 33 |f% 3 WK \ 

’raTct sra<$ ffH sicq^i i *n?Rwre 3 ^rfefcit i N. B. T. 
Tippani. This explains why the word is to be taken 

as a e5^r and not as aWW compound. I have Quoted 
the parallels from the N.B.T. and the N.B.T. T. in e^tenso 
to show how our commentaries convey echoes of the 
works of Dharmottara and Mallavadin. 


vm. sr. era straaj q^piqlt «ii*wMfas^wJfe*i--To 

P. 711 13*15. ff ^q^qisq. ” of Dihnaga, Dharmakirti, who is his Vartika* 
kara, adds the condition * Of course, this was 

understood in Dinnaga’s definition. At the same time, 
Dharmakirti omits “ W” which is understood from the 
context. To me the definition of aw«J given by the Buddhist 
logicians seems to be clearly a paraphrase of certain parts of 
the definition contained in the Nyayasutra of G-autama: cr 

5tcTO M , where f - 

‘ ^iqteq^ and f wraiK - ‘ 3 asm’. The latter equation 
needs no explanation; ; but I shall have to explain the former, 
which I will do after finishing the relevant portions of 
our commentaries. 


12 
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T. q. % . , ^Beqsnqtewra etc. — Alternative ways of dissolving the compound, 
35, 1. 8 which, however, yield the same meaning. — For 

the sake of clearness better read WPtzwh ^issiWRfq *P#. 
Since ‘ * ( explained as ) falls outside the 

function of SRe^sRe? has for its object only as distinguished 

from which falls to the share of st*rr. ( see notes 

supra ). 

qT%ET In line 2, read: " RiHTqwi<ki%R% ” for °f%ra 0 — which is an 
P. 76 a. obvious misprint. The passage is a further explanation of 
the point as to the way in which the word ‘ is to be 
dissolved. ( see supra ). 

53TT. q. f. aw ftffqqqfa wqra — The Panjika supplies “ 

P. 35, 1. 9. 

qf%^T. etc. — §q stands for all the different kinds of objects of 

P. 76 a. srst, being the most prominent of them, — so that srst is of 
five kinds corresponding to its T%Rs. 

SqT. q. aq SR&j q^RiqteH. l &c. — For explanation see Notes on the 
P.7,1. 13-15 rt. q. and the qfiref below. nRRTRlT^RRataJjH Meaning 

jrtt. q. f. of f q^i^£=qs3qnwr$qte qs^RRT nrsqft qsaRiqteR— (N. Pr. Yr. 1. 35) 
P. 35, Panini II. i. 38, and illustration in f%. tl. 

11. 5*7. when taken as a bahuvrihi — Panjika. qRsqnr from fw to cut 

out, to determine, to characterise. This determination or 
characterisation may be by ( 1 ) ar*T e. g. T%c*T ( 2 ) wifct e g. nr: 

( 3 ) g*r e. g. gp:, ( 4 ) mfle. g. qiwqi, or (■ 5 ) e. g . qfe 
Elsewhere e. g. in the Kavyaprakas'a is taken in the 
sense of that which is denoted by a singular term. Compare 
the passage of the Vrtfci with that in the N. Y.T.-Tika of 
Yacaspatimisira: — “ f| jttrt R&trsw s^ia R&ra \ wria- 

RRRia i gnn w # i %w qrw$ # \ 

j[a^n i %4 q*qnr m ftR m*mt R^r ar aafi^Rnrsqiit 

aRR 2 R ” ( N. Y. T. Tika p. 102 ) It is thus a function of 
words. With a slight difference the doctrine is traceable to 
the Yyakarana Mahabhasaya. q^qnr has been thus defined and 
explained in the N. Bindu and its commentary. u srmRqaw^- 
wiRsiawresraira: ^rt u areq*: i arfaaiqw 
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m few*! »„.... 

sffacsiqtolq- q^sf^RM§i 2^f salar w ?pto u ”. 

«rf^FTT cWT ^—“zm &c.” Quoted from Kumarila’s S'loka- 

P. 75 b. Yarfcika see w. 112-113 on the Sc^fgr and com. thereon: 

“ er% sn^hpnstf snw i \ % few 

*f stht«t i sraftrerc^ar § ti ” 

W: m 5Rig%55qi^ gfeq^qq^q * 

4 aPTf? i ws^wra^qrq ^-.sftqRira^rc 

5mw%{ fefcq? sdtfafsspnatori^ri ij5q*jjfeq4,5i^fe ftfeifeftrT 

si [I prefer to read 1 for =q of the published text] 
i%^t*. i...5i fe$q # i few sqiira: i swf4 

swcqjq, ersfrarcra mm \ ^3W%TOfr * fefeq;^ nm ife i ww^ni^- 

sznfS =q ^fe^w^qqqnwpr egr4 sfewtrafe m, i 

Jftqfcrcif^r l W| : — While the Buddhist regards as 

the only kind of w$% ( - sensation’ ), Kumarila justifies the 
inclusion of sfeqssqq; also in wm, which consequently has to be 
rendered by ‘perception’ instead of ‘sensation’ as in the Buddhist 
view. His argument is : " era? q* 4^c^fetfew \ 

^nfq ” ( S’l. Vartika Prat, v.122 quoted in the 

Paiijika ). 

%rr?^r <w|: — Quoted also in the N. B.T.Tippani which 
further adds :— “ mm\ i *i sw- srai^iw 

f| 5Rwti%4r u 5i dtsfea new *4% m t ?i4 ?0K^ 

mm 11 ” — Bhartrhari’s Yakyapadiya. 

The definition of given by Dinnaga has been subjected to 
a long criticism by Uddyotakara. u 3 T t R § q5wprfl%3ftl$r i 

srq %4 writ 3n? \ \ snfifcifefera i qfess 51 ^ «nwiR(iwq- 

qiNNw^si i a srasni-ew 

trs'4fsrw^ m i m i m * a m*k, 

3fcnrqsRcii| l 8PT # \ t 3Wl«T 

1% sRjjgaff&ft entn^^raKira? i m ^^rah%, ^ 
snsnaqic^, fewU i ^wqi^i%ifq mk mqw*&> w *mzt = i 
apq 3*mq ^Riqto4 mn ^ qmq. i wts^t 

%s4: \ 1 5f55?9, s^T^ra: 1 1 5Tt^ ^sqifrqteftfftf 

51 *S=5JT #R5ai35nl& 1 1 8W 5t ifWH* I 
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. cifeM’ sr<?rcj i effcprt Sfois^ i^ra * i 

atww i‘.4 =q ^s^!?[t ^eRRrgqqira wftrsqqj i 

m qftf?r, si ^cr^M^htcI^ gi^ra^R i m * ^^qfsj&q 
q^q^w^iq: i dq a^r: aiRqfo i i% m?m3 \ q f| 

q^iqtaf raq^ 5iq3n% i 3Rrafqq*qiRi siw =q 
q^n gjqrqiRT swRqiq^T fitiTOre i m q*g gun^qi^’niw^'i^ si 
retrain i fq^qisn^RT^T^ \ qf| 33^^ qipw q qp?q: \ q g 
^WSIWTqqt: 5WR1^i|^s^3%^ q =q |: ^iqfqRiqi^tl qqfg 1 v$ 
HR^fa ^qr ^^q T q S K^ cT^T Rtiqi^oi STlf^RR SWRiq^sj cqfaqR^q l arf^ 
=q r^tq^qfirenq 3^ } gg^rc sRs^q q mi sicq$*q, ^sto^tasssj- 
^if^Tcf i qq scq^sgq qra zm. i m q*3qq]<te;% SRe^q ^qfaMqct ? i 
qq^RR?# s^irr: qRfSmRcqsfa 5i#uiMiqci # i amidst sr^q 

q rafq^qi^ i f%wr hr% ^^Riqidflfq ? . i mfe. 

qi^cqTSi^ER^qcR: \ *& qsn w sssjq rq^sra m\ q*n sqw q ^ i # i 
( Nyayavartika on Nyaya-Bhasya on N. Sfitra I. 1. 4. ) While 
Uddyotakara does not name the author of the definition it is 
plain that he has in mind a particular Buddhist writer to 
whom he refers as ‘ ’ (“ toil ^Rngfirift ? ” ) But Vacas- 

patimis’ra distinctly names Dinnaga as the author : “ daft 

f^TU^ ^^qsqwcf 3M 1 ” 

^TT. si. So# qssqqiqte etc — Whosoever be the author of the 
P. 7,11 13-15 Nyayapraves'a — whether Dinnaga or Sankarasvamin — 

this definition has been attributed by Vaeaspatimis'ra to 
Dinnaga ( “ ®pigq^raf^~TO ^ ” — 

N. T. T.Tika ). This, however, does not necessarily mean 
that (a) it was originated by Dinnaga; nor does it imply 
(b) that it is taken from the Nyayapraves’a which consequently, 
according to Vacaspatimis’ra, would be a work of Dinnaga. As 
regards (a) see in this connection Prof. Tucci’s Cf Buddhist Logic 
before Dinnaga ’’“—J. R* A. S. July 1929. I think the 
definition goes back to the Nyayasutra of Gautama ^ — •“ $Aqi4Pf- 
jn qqsqq^q q sqfo qift scWl— ( 1. 1. 4 ) — where 

s^q^q, corresponds to our WRiqisq,, and f 3T°qfvrq[R to c ’ 
which would be out of place in the metaphysical system, and 
therefore in the logical treatise, of Dinnaga, but was restored 
by Dharmakirti. According to this interpretation of the 
NySyasutra, the GiSfe<sq$ ( f ^q^uqt^ , ) would be the only 



95 


sic 3 ?^. But this position which is identical with -that of the 
Buddhist, would be open to the criticism, which the 
Nyayavartika passes upon the latter, that in that case it could 
not be even characterised as * and this has led to the later 
view of the Brahmana Nyaya that is not but 

(b) SR??# — quoted by Uddyotakara and attributed 

by Yacaspatimis’ra to Dinnaga occurs in the latter’s 
Pramana-Samuccaya ( cf. “ P. S. 

ch. I, Yidyabhiisana’s H. I. L. p. 277 ), and consequently 
it does not necessarily imply that the IsFyayapravea’a, in which 
it also occurs, is to be attributed to Dinnaga according to 
Yacaspatimisra. Subject to verification from the Tibetan mss, 
I surmise that the further quotation — * «n^sf5p=rN9T «r ^ 

” — is 

from Dinaga’s own Yrtti on the Pramana-Samuccayaj the 
in Yacaspatimira’s note is ‘the framer of the 
definition’ himself — viz, Dinnaga, and the quotation lower 
down u 35snf — 35<*rcrqre 5 r*$ 3N feTO ” is also from the same 
author’s Pramana-Samuccaya, on which “ 

cicSR^” is probably bis Yirtti. Even if the 
passages which I have surmised to be quotations from 
Dinnaga’s Yirtti are as a matter of fact not found there, the 
rest of the argument regarding Pramana-Samuccaya being the 
source of Uddyotakara ’s quotation will still remain unaffected. 

9STT. ST. sicW W &c. — With ' ’ as part of the definition, 

P. 7 1. IS Uddyotakara’s criticism “ 3PJ art * i rc & l ft &l wrarimRl* ? 

^ssq!: cif| 5R2?^r. si'g^ ” would fail ( See Randle’s note, p. 8 
of his c< Fragments from Dinnaga” ). This shows that Uddyo- 
takara’s criticism was directed against the definition of Sc^^r 
as given in the Pramana-Samuccaya where the word ‘ UR ’ 
does not occur, and not from Kyayapraves’a where it dees 
occur. This section in the Yartika therefore, cannot be taken a 8 
an indication that the Nyayapraves’a was a work of Dinnaga’s. 
On the contrary, it distinctly points to a definition which had 
not the word 1 KR ’ in it, that is to say, the reference is to the 
definition in the PramSna-samuccaya. Read the lines is the 
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text of the N.-Pr. thus: "cl?! q^fnqq snTORznfc 

wRTdtd mj 8TTO 

While all the Buddhists are agreed about being “^^qqrqraq” 
there are differences among them in regard to the nature of 
the * ^rt which are noted as follows in the N. B. T.Tippani : 
^r: qs&RRfRR. q^n: qjsqqiqi ^ri- 

I qRHRqlR =q cMRHRqg:q *pfRf SR HR 
^RT l siTRlRSRLt 1 JRtHR ^ I These 

differences are due to the differences in their epistemological and 
ontologrial positions. 

?qff. ST. f . ^s^qqfq qqra — Such is also the particular— the 'thing, 

P.35,1.8. in-itselP — which is qiq^T%^Td|^ *. "This consequence 
is avoided if we make it clear, as Dharmakirti does,” — and we 
may add as the ISTyayapraves’a also- does — " that pratyaJcsam 
means pratyaJcsam jnanam ( pratyaJcsam is subject to the 
ambiguity of the term f preception, ’ and may either refer to 
the object perceived or to the perceptual apprehension as such). 
I suppose it is avoided because Jcalpanapodha could not then 
bear' the interpretation suggested : it would mean apprehension 
which does not determine its object by way of Jcalpana, not 
an apprehended object stripped of determinations. ”■ — -Randle. 
" qf| ftRfiiwi ^tfr; q^RrccTifh q^rci ” PaSjikS 

P. 76a. 

53JT. Sf.'f. spH^fr; Yrttikara’s justification of “ eft ” and 

P. 35,119-10" wft ” in the Nyayapraves’a ( rt. a. P. 7 1. 14-15). The HR 
has an object ; and that object is the particular, the thing-in- 
itself without its determination, as distinguished from 

\\ fqqfowq l! Wtt 

(not the quality %q) qjsn^tRT (Panjika P. 76a) 

Sf . ^q §3 5TRT qcR SRsjq, N. Pr. arajqaj sfft qfa ^ # ScTOfc— 

P. 7, 1 13. N. Pr. Vrfcti. cf. “ 5i3trt<rrt sfa swi "—Praa’astapada 
sziT.sr. f. Bhasya p. 186. " m sraiR 

p, 35, L 18IWW W flfqfrq^R^forct 
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qrafamri i # smtsurcr:— : N. Kandali p. 188. Panjika 

P. 75 b gives the reason why the word SRaR. should not be taken as 
an amatol compound. “ srw gfe: str# ?m 

*t etc. 1 — Paiijika, following Nyayakandali: l< STRFTcW^ 

m sw fra? slew. i. That ft to 
say, it should be expounded as an adjective and not as an 
adverb. ( In Paiijika p. 76 1. 2 read snaiqqi&fifora^ ). 

?3T sr. f. w...^§Tm — cf. “ it 

P. 35, fi&ra i sncan i s^% ^ ^ i wn 

11. 12-1 5 qi^ m * ^pim ” — 1ST. V. T.-Tika ( p. 102 ) 

WJT. sr. <|. *i #? 5is^j: $RT etc. — ( N. Pr. Vrtti ) Explained in the Pafijika- 
P. 35, 1. 16. The relation of srl to is not a causal relation; nor is it one 
*TT%^T of indentity. “ smmsR:--ftt%4t it srr: sbrant 
P. 76b. i m t^iw?iRqiTR i 

Paiijika. The Panjika then disposes of the two alternatives 
as impossible in the case of ^ and sr on the ground 
that if a word were the same as the external reality one may 
utter the word and have his mouth filled with it I and if 

either of the two were the cause of the other, the word ‘gold* 
would create real gold and thus make the whole world rich, or 
there could be no such words as wr and W since the real 
persons are dead and gone! So the necessary connection 
between and being thus denied, it is easy to see 
how a SR8j into which W5. does not enter is possible. 

srai^ i g 

utraunten^mi'iiJi (Panjika p. 771.1) Recall “sRR^iclR- 
P. 77 a. — the Mimaiiisa definition of sqm — In 1 6 of p. 77, 

read 3R mb i, and in 1. 7, siq^p:. The Panjika, 

while endorsing the of the Vrfctikara, makes an attempt 
to justify the of the * *g!W[ ’ ( N. PraveB’a ) also. 

&c.—Reason for the double meaning ( §R and 
) of the word URSJ. 

;qi. sj. c[. am— 3RR49RRR. &c. — Question : The object ( W ) is as 
P. 35, much a cause of the knowledge as the sense ( ). Why 

11 19-20. should, then, the knowledge be characterised by the sense and 
not by the object, and thus called ‘ 5R*W 5 ? Answer: In this 



particular variety of knowledge, the variety is particularly 
characterised by the operation of sense ( ), while the 

object is common to this and other varieties ( 5 frerRqi %Ruf ). Xhe 
Yrttikara obseives “ ai^NRsw STTOcqRRnqRi ” an d 

* explains : ff i 

5RTT. s?. f . “ 3% =q *l^cR etc. ” a passage which I have not been able to 
P® 35 , 1 23 trace so far. Is this anustubh verse from the P. Samuecaya of 
Dihnaga ? Cf. “ v vmmmm'h * 33 : 

Rfat^r N. Yartika Ben. ed. p. 32. For “ m %%- 

&c. Cf. “ *mm 

3§qq^iRnR 1 cmT~wi%R^RqRi^ 

KRTR 3{fq RRETRsfa eft^r qqT|R ^ fl^RTR- 

^q; >> — N. Yartika Ben ed. p. 32. Mark that the same illustra- 
tion is given by both the Nyayavartika and the Pafijika — a fact 
which indicates that the logical studies of the age were carried 
on together by the followers of different religious. 

1. 24. sif? fRilqfRTSftq &c. The point of the objection is explained 
clearly in the Pafijika: “ 5 ^^ cRSfi^rfre- 
-qf^T. ^ RRR?R-^%V^I%RRR. \ 

P. 77 b hqnwRT^qR 1 ciqi 1 ” The kinds of m 

which would be illegitimately excluded are : JRTRffR, 
and Ri%R none of which is dependent upon These 

three are thus described in the.N. Bindu: " ^ 

^FPRR5R2RR 

s 0 — <n”. 

3^ra — Answer : These three are included by virtue of 

the words “ ^qi?r ?, =^w^f^rR ( amR-^^R 

— Pafijika ). If you still urge that ?Ri%R though 
sraren^lc^lR is Qot ( r stspr# SR qlh ’ ) our reply will be 

that the author is defining here ^h%q; SRjgjf only. 

?qr. sf. — ‘ i W ’ is thus explained etymologically in 

P. 7,1. 15 the Pafijika; J fewfz *T«&sfo m'. m m l (2) atow mnim 
5 ^rr. ST. f. 3T ^ * is that which is reached by means of the few \ 

P. 86, II 3*10 (wrnz ®*wfr — Pafijika) 
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*?T3PFiT supra *31. sr. p. 1 11. 8«9 and notes thereon, 

P. 78. (Panjika) N. Pr. P. 7 1.‘ 16)=iw^{^ (tf, P r . 

Yrtti P. 36 1. 4) ariosi (N - . Pr. p. 7 1. 16=^wi%'li sjfqm (N. 
Pr. Yrtti P. 86 1.4) Recall the definition of q$ in Buddhist 
logic, and earlier still in the Nyayasutra-Bhasya of Yatsyayana 
where i. e. the matter to be proved is viewed in two wavs : 

* rv r\ 4 rv v r . p . _ * 

^ igpre «n*n*ircrer qi w. sis^snrasic?, wqtqM m Er*fr sir?!?: 

# i ” 

The Panjika prefaces this section with a short note on 
P. 78 a. the difference between ^nsfi<j*?R and q^qngpiR* — •" 5igic*raarat 

i fj urrjpb ” This is an 

important difference viz., that s?g*TR is since it 

consists of (verbal) propositions, while is ttRWtf, 

consisting of a (mental) judgment. But it is pointed out that 
some persons cannot think without words, in which case the 
judgment becomes a proposition. This is admitted. Conse- 
quently the difference between the two is that the q*T*ngs?R 
is always while the snsfigum may be srrw as well as 

WAVm ( STRrRRqrR q|qf5^ 1 ^TcJRqi^q 3 

1% q?iwq i ). 

qi%^r. First, the nature of the a?g*?R?R, and afterwards 

P. 78 b. its two steps are described. These are (1) T%ffR and (2) r%ra; 

T«ifIR. The former is of the general kind ( graR?! ^r^r. 
RJU*fTRR$?^f[R ^tT§WfRq— qj? JjfiRT gf|5f ||% 

); the latter is particular ( ^ssfRr 
qdt m'm qi|^Rdli% q%R^mR 06#^^ ) Inference consists 
in this application of the general truth to the particular 
case ( m\ ^i%nqiq wr sisr sriNn, i m fiwtrr- 

1 i^r mwt 3?™ ^ 

^ ^rrhrrrwrr m fmm 

s^T. sr.f. Read — 0 g?raci 1 fefrfeL? 1 3^ !§?? g—The Yrtti explains the 
P. 36 1. 5. point of giving two illustrations ( see *TT. sr. %, P. 7 11 16-17— 
” 1 6. 3TRR-. ^ ^ra qr ). 

q%FT. One of them is a and the other 

P. 78 b mv - ?r *tm.\ srr fW*ml mh at 

13 



The third— called is a not a t. e. 

negative, not positive. Here only two are mentioned; because, 
after all ®rarq ( negation ) is nothing and can be 

brought under ^ ^4 Rud 

wm im* sran^frq^ i m sswrttfa 

^ f aftilr i ) 

sqT. sr. «B® I srfw^q?^. {^r. sr. f.) The point here discussed is— what 
P. V. precisely is the swro ( OT ) and what its RJS ? In srw$ 
11. 17-18 the Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas hold, says the Panjika, that 
sj. Ij^r, or the contact of the with the art, or that of 
P. 36 . with the is the stm ( shw ) cf. " ffranwra 

11 8-20. m — Muktavali &c; and mm and consequent 

tn%^5T mwm of the m is the (Read ©Strong in small 

P. 79. type). As regards 3?IRR, they hold that ref is the swfi 

( srqr^oi ) and m the or m is the srm and SRtoi^R is the 
( see Tarkabhasa ). To this the author of the Nyaya- 
praves’a has given a reply in one word “ 

^ |fi4 qissuf^m^r^ \ ( N. Praves’a ). This is clearly explained 
in the Yrtti ( P. 36 11 . 8 - 11 . ) 

? 27 T. ST. f , The shtwh — or 3T3*TR — is itself a determina- 

P. 36, tion of the nature of the object, which is thus the ^ also. 
11. 8*11. ( erfeqsf: qfN^...<*fNNwfa ‘ ^ 3T^^tl4 ^ \ ) 

As the Panjika explains : — " #r ftT?WTOI%]%4 5Wl<roq- i 

1 fTJMTqRRI%lrlWT h, 

qr%%5i%f4 frrc <$3^ i ”. The view that is the 

ulterior RS® is rejected in the Yrtti on the ground l< ftwfw*!. 
&&K ” — which is thus explained in the Panjika s fowfNw* 
q&m ^ a^isrr... qsS SRmwr^R a$r 

sung** ^ri5t strw \ cTsrift HFfa srcrf^B c%4 ^r^iqsTf^ 

m\ l ” The text of the Panjika 

( 1. 9 from the bottom ) is corrupt. It can be corrected by 
giving it a little thought, but it is immaterial for our purpose. 
The author’s view is thaw summed up s — WTO 
Jtwm; 
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s?n. sr. f . 
P.36 
111 11-12 


«TT. ST. 
P. 7 
11 14-19 
?3rr. sr f . 
P. 36, 
11 13-20 


P. 79b. 
P. 80a. 


eni — SRWWRSflff: etc.— Objection: If there be no ^ other 
than and 3!3*IR themselves, and sig^R wonld 

cease to be srwis also; for, a is a only if there is a 'E® 
of it — the two being correlative, a^RrftJTcRr: 

i. e. and which you have 

accepted as JRFis you now propose to regard as also, 
thereby dislodging them from the position of Sfpis; and 
once there is no sthwi there is no 'Ka of the sum also ( ssrmfflR q 
zmmvfmi ) In 1. 7 from the bottom of P. 79 of the 
Pafijika, read snnw&tfftwcwi: for swiqrai^n^RRl: which is 
an obvious misprint. 

— The whole process of knowledge reaching 
as far as and including the *53 is spot. This is clearly explained 

in the Yrtti: <l €§*TTCiRcft. ” fww is the ‘ 

is the 5WWI, whose function it is to apprehend an object. 

' €«qwK4cti ’ — that is, possessed of the functioning W is the 
^TT% or knowledge ( sRftR \ which is at the same time stcr also. 
As the Yrtti sums up: TOtfit HRg?ra*n4 # 

adih: supicfT — i. e. the HR possesses the form of the 

<WT, and where it comes into existence it comes possessed 
of the form of that farar (not that it is in itself formless, and 
becomes possessed of the form of the fw afterwards)] thus 
the form which is essential in the HR is the shwi which 
proves the particular truth of the HR. It is thus both the 
5 rfi and the t fiv5. This epistemological theory of the 
Buddhists is known as the STCTCHR3R. The Vrtti knows of a 
slight variant of W — viz. ‘ sgqrarc ’ in the text of other 
commentators: “ 3.. .which is explained as follows*- 

sqiqR: WTCFC: — a good ^rqR, such as is that 

is, capable of distinguishing truth from error. The ^T% which 
possesses such a good ^HMK is 3— ^UR- Note this 

as one more passage which shows that the Yrtti of is not 
the only or even the earliest commentary on the Nyayapraves’a. 

sqiqifr ffm etc. — The function of the is to apprehend the 
object (sTOt m xmm The which 

so functions has a or which consists of its resemblance 
with the object, for a HR or or SHtfc! is a copy of the object 
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- ( o^rqr^H suto m ( = w ) mfo srftm: m&vfimzn. 

When the TOT of a HR possesses the form of the object which 
is before us, that HR is stcto ( ROTT sotrt ot qr*? crew* — i. e. 

HOT*.) Read in 1. 3 from the bottom of p. 79 of the Panjika 
“ ST*! qgRTRT ^ HR2JTT%Rq I dOTR: ^ I 5W £rs4: \ 

s#t gf 3T?f N ot jrmht » that is, ^OTTtqqr%[Rg^R m<w 

cTSOT; consequently srfgrewMR 5Rmqtf<OT%H mn, ’’ 
Note the epistemological realism of the Panjika. 

?4TT. sl s^RifR &c. — The ‘ $55 cri?[R ’ That is, determinate know- 

P. 7. ledge does not refer to the thing itself— ;the f , — 

11. 19-21 but to its generic character i. e. the Now, as a 

matter of fact it is the ' ^5^1 ; — the particular — that is HOT, 
and not ^WROT^T. Consequently, the so called hot of 
gffiTOT^R — that is, qJsremtR* — is hot^RT, inasmuchas real 
is possible of the only. ( 3FSftR re: re # m iw.ot: 
ggcqgg g*«fR8$F»nf^iRR. HOTTER— Better read R^ifOTRR 
as printed in the Vrtti (121) for as printed 

in the N. Praves'a and the Panjika. It means *• Inasmuchas 

it does not refer to the which is the real 3R ( object. ) 

of hot. With the other reading R^WOTRR: the argument 
will be *• The s^R'fR in as much as it is referred to the — 

which is not its real object— is HOTRRT. 

?^T. f . The Vrtti reads (H. 23. 24) which may be its 

P. 36, reading of the N. Pr. for the f egmd ’ of our text ; or it 

11. 22-23 may be its explanation of f \ For * ^Ritre * the Panjika 
reads — The real ^ or of hot 

is 4 sF^n^cR ’ is that which is other than that is, 

gROTSFl 

For the 4 9 of the Vrtti, p. 36, 1. 21,. Pafijika reads 

4 gf a ic g qreq ( ) with no difference in sense. 

m%^T s**R ^ HOTSPnRRT. 2&Pnf$SR ( read or )— 

P. 80 ab Inasmuchas the perception refers to the object which 
had already been apprehended in sensation,, it is 
and consequently 3T*OT. &T 5 UROT^^— While ^Ri or ffosq 
in HOT turns it into HOTlOT, the case is different with QjgHR. 
In BtgHR, the which is involved in the rearer is 
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applied to the particular case in hand, and so far it is a new 
fact which it brings to light ( pet $$ qgfa 

suro*) Note, however, that, this point of 
view implies the reality of swir- and to this extent the 
logic of the Buddhist conflicts with his metaphysics. 

33TT. si. — The Pafijika supplies the reason why 

P. 7 alone is mentioned and not ssRirarer, viz., 

^T. IT. e[. ( Pafijika ). Read “ eldt tcTffifg: 

1121-22 W W” 

P. 80 b 


5F3JT. ST. ct9?r?J^R[S^ — Read the Panjika on this as follows : — aircrsifHt 
P.8,1. 1. %5f: STfTTcTT I ( instead of cfFPRqt ) sgfqqFF 

53n. ST. f. tc^We?TITO#F[I^ I ( N. Pr. )= 

P. 37, wqras qrcwf (Vrtti) ( N. Pr. )=3Tra^if^^qr^%^. 

11 2-4. 

?2 TT. st. <pw — Here begins the last paragraph which 

P. 8, 1. 3 deals with ( Yide Fundamental Yerse “spr *gpi” etc ), the 
only subject which remained to be treated ( swre r -Yrtti ). 

5*n. ST. f. Here, first of all is mentioned the W 0 f In this 

P. 37, 1. 4. connection the Panjika points out that the word in the 

*T%3jT. text stands for wim ( gpRwra ^PR^gro *gpi- 

P. 80 b. saj5i ?PR?Rq ^prwstr qpsqg.— Pafijika ). 

*JTT. 3T. f. The N. Pr. says f ^nR’ instead of ‘^Piqr’in the 

P. 37,1. 5 difinition. This is to indicate, that there can be more *£PTs 

qnra^RT. than.one in a single W of UR RRi &g: snflir 

P. 80 b. i ps g qqihsi% a%i<fiqpT^ip&q 

g«prr ^pi ft — etc. Panjika) In the Panjika, read giqqftqr \ 
*n*pqra i as texts of the RT. a. and RT. a. f. 


^TT. 3j. <|. *n?p^i rqtrqps— First the author of the N. Pr. mentions 
P. 37 11 6-9 spr^ generally, and next its particular varieties viz. qsr^q, 
and ssr;^. 


qrfw 
P..80 b 


Pr. p. 8, 1. 4)=WTWRRf top® wiqqrfwmra 
afnqiaimciRfR^ a?iq^i .( Panjika 80 b.) srsRqm &c.— The 
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' vice in the opponent’s argument may be pointed in a general 
way ( qraisSfo ) such as, whether it exceeds or falls short of the 
requirements of a valid inference; or, the critic may 
proceed to specify the vice ( ), and say whether it 

contains a <WT, or -a or a Further, its particular 

variety may also be mentioned. 

WTT. ST. etc. — The reader may recall the defined, illustrated 

P. 8,11 4-6. and discussed above in the N. Praves’a. 

^TT. ST. etc— Not only 3?n*R, but the (=sreRR ) which is 

P.8,116 8 , also snflrasnzrRisr. ( N„ Pr. Vrtti P 37, 1 . 10 .). The latter 
?qT. st. f . is thus explained in the Panjika: srfSrar: SRrpaRl 
P. 37,1.10. — a misprint )-q^T^ 3ft 

srffoifqsr#! mvwsmmtl Further, the Panjika explains why 
P. 80 b, mere is not enough: " qFEnwnqifefa ^ etc.” 

81 a. ^roi^nra: — snaiWPFiq. ( Panjika ). 

KTT. sr. — The definition of ffiM. 

P. 8, 11 7-8. 

JRTT. sr. ?|. For snfaipiTR read qiicMii'|t*uiii% — as found in the Panjika, and 
P. 37 1. 18 the same is explained as follows : ^pwre^nn, 

qr%^r ^q^ei^sten5n^WT^<l«il?n*R( not °*n as printed ) *rrtr 
P. 81 b sift \ 

qf^JT rn rn — Rumania Bhatta holds that 5K is and con- 

P. 81 b sequently he attacks the argument of the ( the 

Buddhist, the Naiyayika etc.); viz. W q 

as follows by raising a dilemma or trilemma (l) Is fciw 
which is advanced as a % * ? If so, it is amrqiw 9 ?jret- 

ftrc, being found only in the ( 2 ) Is the ' qa*ran* % 

If so, this f>d$cd is confined to 33 ( the ? 2 Fd ) and not found in 
5a«T ; consequently it is a#5. (3) Is the % Im- 

possible, for ( e. < 7 . q 3 ) and 3Ti3 ( e. g. ) cannot possess 
the same q&* This criticism which Kumarila Bhatta has 
directed against the Buddhist is a mere f^RRitf-false criticism 
For such a criticism could be directetd even against, an 3T«j*rrc 
which is universally acknowledged to be valid viz. QTTff^, 
qur JTfRft, Thus : — Is the qjr which is advanced here as a tg 
the on the mountain ? or ( 2 ) Is it the in the kitchen ? 
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In the former cese, it would be sranfK°i aptoftre being found 
only in the In the latter, it wonld be 3fl%S } being not 
found in the ^ i. ) 

^STT. sr. spr &c. — Particular cases of are* ( 1 ) TO srsr 

P. 8. ( ^fa5fa^^K--Vrtti) (2) (B) fe^- 

11.9-13 ( 4 ) q^n^o) % 5 - 

and (6) erjpssRT No (1) is a fallacious 

allegation of a general character regarding the component 
parts of an Inference; No ( 2 ) is a fallacious allegation of that 
is qgimra, that is, sraintfT ; Nos (3), (4), and (5) are fallacious 
allegations of IcTRra and No ( 6 ) is a fallacious allegation 
of egRirora. 


*m. sr. 

P 8 





u Mr. Mironov suggests,” says D *. Keith, £f in Dinmatrasiddhaye 
we have an allusion to Diimaga’s name, and he thinks this may 
be supposed by the fact that Haribhadra in his comment 
on anyatra writes Pramanas-amncayadim ” “ The remark is 
specially apposite Dr. Keith adds , u if the author really were 

Dihnaga nor is it quite legirnate to pass over the possible 

play in dinmatrasiddhaye; it can carry no great weighty 
but it certainly improves Mr. Mironov’s argument. ” If 
on other grounds it is necessary to doubt Dinnaga’s 
authorship of the Nyayapraves’a, neither of the two grounds 
above mentioned, viz., the word ‘ ’ in f } nor 


* srr *=* ’ as explained by Haribharasuri will be 

a bar. ( See Introduction, where the points are fully 
discussed ). 

In carder that the reader may be just introduced 
to the subject before he reads the larger works such as 
etc. RiqsFKi, whosoever be its auther, may con- 
sequently supposed to be later than W^g^q. 

-q T . sr, f . Mark that Haribhadrasuri — the 

p 37 i go. commentator — did not see any suggestion of the name of 
the author ( RffFT ) in the word 4 J Had he done 

80 ) as a commentator he \- r ould not have failed to note it, as 
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Mallinatha haB done in his commentry upon the famous 
line of the Meghaduta — qi% qfe^ i 

W# — This name of the commentary is in keeping with the 
purpose with which the Nyayapraves’a(ka) was composed. 


sr. 


In the copy of the supplied to me by my esteemed 

and learned friend Acarya S'ri Vij&ya-Nemi-Suri, there are a 
few verses appended at the end giving the diversity of opinion 
among different schools regarding the number of pramanas and 
the nature Reality 

qrsjqig: i splrq^n srai^ qgra % m 


=qiqw ^ i 3T2nq[%(*ngsr q3 srujiih u iq qis: 

tiq =q i ^craiqwi ^i^Irfr n q^dqftife^#? 

q^F2?^qiR Rfn'qqR^em%fqj qfer:, qi%qra 


Rffer:, 


q^qifqw emi^fqqrqiTqra wrq^qqtfq€r 3 %°qr>q 3WFTW3 


^mv., 5?fn^i^RRi% =qrqki: i 


otci^ 1 — Construe tqsF Elucidated for himself as well 

P. 81 b. as for others. Of. e ( p. 82 ). 

q[%qq — Generally explained as fqqqqqqftraT (see p. 82 ). Philo* 
logically, however, it is qfirer=l. Chapter, 2 Expository Note. 

— Completed on the ninth day of the dark half 
of Phalguna, in the Anuradha naksatra, in the Vikrama 
Year 1169. 


^ gfcft&Ko &c.— Composed by vfatsfc formerly known as 
qfa«qp8falfo, pupil of of good name, pupil of 

sfl&WH#. 




